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THE EQUITY. AND LAW LIFE 


ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18 LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 





Chairman—JOHN M. CLABON, Ese. 
Deputy-Chairman—Ricut Hon. GEORGE DENMAN. 





Every description of Assurances upon Lives granted. 

The Policies can be made Whole-world and Unconditional. 

The most stringent Tables have been used in Valuing the Society’s 
Liabilities, and most ample Reserve made. Nine-tentks of the 
Profits are divided among the Assured. 

PREMIUM INCOME - - - £292,033. 
FUNDS EXCEED - - - £2,930,963. 
In 1895, £293,195 was Divided among Policy-holders. 
Actuary and Secretary—A. F. BURRIDGE. 


~ MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 





LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND - St. Pancras Station, N.W. 
( Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 

and Law Courts, d&c. ’Buses to parts every minute. Close to 
King’s Cross Metropolitan Railway Station. The New Venetian 
Rooms are available for Public and Private Dinners, Arbitration 
Meetings, &c.) 

LIVERPOOL + ADELPHI ~ Close to Central sme Station. 

BRADFORD - MIDLAND ~ Excellent Restauran' 

LEEDS - - UEEN’S - In Centre of Town. 

DERBY - MIDLAND - For Peak of Derbyshire. 

MORECAMBE ~ MIDLAND - ‘Tennis Lawn to Seashore. Golf. 


Telegraphic Address ‘* Midotel.”” 
WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 


~ IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
x In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PRGFERT Y 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 


LOSS OR FORFEITU::E OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
_ 24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURYP. 


Tariffs on Application. 





10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
FREE, 
SIMPLE, 









SECURE. 


TOTAL ASSETS, hs 3,000,000. INCOME, £355,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
Assurances in force, TEN MILLIONS. 


TRUSTRES, 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY (Lord Chancollor of England). 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 

The Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C,, D.C.L. 
RICHARD PENNINGTON, Eeq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THERE WAs another meeting on Saturday of the committee of 
the Rule Committee appointed to superintend the revision of the 
Rules of Court. There is no authentic information as to the 
progress made in the revision, but it may probably be surmised 
that the Committee are not very far from the completion of their 
labours. 


WE ane informed that there will before the Long Vacation 
be an election by the Council of Legal Education to the Reader- 
ship in the Law of Real and Personal Property, vacant by the 
resignation of Sir H. E:rutnstons, Bart. The Council will also 

point a member of the Board of Examiners in the place of 
Me A. J. Spencer, whose term of office has expired. The 
Council will be glad to receive, on or before the 15th day of 
July, at the office of the Council at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, the 
names of any gentlemen who are desirous of being appointed, 
together with any testimonials they may wish to subeait to the 
Council. 


Tus Sreaxer, in the course of his excellent speech at the 
dinner of the United Law Clerks’ Society, touched on the point 
of the confidential relations which existed between solicitors 
and their clerks, and remarked that the confidence was 
well deserved by the clerks. So far as our knowledge and 
experience goes the statement is amply —_— As regards 
solicitors’ clerks in London, if we exclude a oe of 
men who rove from office to office, there is, generally speaking, 
considerable zeal and assiduity displayed in carrying out the 
employer’s business ; neither time nor trouble are grudged in 
seasons of pressure, ‘and the alertness and care in the dispatch 
of business of many of the clerks are beyond praise. But we 
rather fancy it is in old-established solicitors’ offices in the 
country that the highest ideal of the confidence reposed in 
clerks, and of the dovotion of clerks to the interests of their 
employers, is obtained. In many cases the clerks have been in 
the office d the greater part of their lives; they have 
become intimately acquainted with all the details of the busi- 
ness; they are frequently living abstracts of the title of all 
the adie clients, able to speak at once with regard to any 











dealing with any property of such clients; they are familiar 
i with every investment under the control of the office, and most 
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of the secrets of county families are within their knowledge. 
Yet, with some considerable information as to the working of 
certain country offices, we do not remember to have heard of an 
instance in which this confidence has been betrayed. 





Tue Hovse or Lorps have affirmed the decision of the Court 
of Appeal and of Srreuine, J., in Lock v. Queensland Investment 
Co. (Lemited) with respect to the payment of interest by a 
company on capital paid up in advance. It is usual in articles 
of association to provide that the directors shall have power to 
receive prepayment of capital upon such terms as they shall 
determine, and such a provision is expressly sanctioned by clause 
7 of Table A to the Companies Act, 1862. Under that clause 
the company may pay interest on the sums so paid in advance 
at such rate as the member paying the same and the directors 
may agree upon. Since the interest thus becomes due by virtue 
of an agreement entered into by the directors, it would seem to 
be a debt due by the company, and thus to be payable by the 
company out of its general funds, whether or no a profit has 
been made for the year. This view was taken by the Irish 
Court of Appeal in Dale v. Martin (11 L. R. Ir. 371), and it 
commended itself also to Sriruine, J., and to the Court of 
Appeal in the present case. But, inasmuch as the payment is a 
payment made in respect of capital to members of the company, 
it bears some slight analogy to a dividend, and consequently it 
has been argued that it must be placed on the same footing as 
dividends, and can only be paid out of profits. The argument, 
however, has prospered as little in the House of Lords as else- 
where. It is conceivable that directors might make such use of 
their power as to enable the shareholders as a body to be 
receiving interest on money prepaid on their shares, when had 
the capital been called up in the ordinary way there would be 
no dividend psyable on it. But this is an extreme case, and 
the possibility of its occurring cannot affect the question. The 
interest is, in fact, paid as a debt due under an agreement with 
the company, and not as a dividend. 





Ir 18 obvious that in an action brought against a newspaper 
for libel the approximate number of copies which have been 
circulated containing the libel can have no practical effect on a 
jury in assessing the damages, Where the libel has been pub- 
lished in one of the great London papers it is enough for the 
jury that it must have had an extensive circulation, and the 
main question for them to weigh is the gravity of the libel 
itself. And the same principle applies also to provincial papers. 
If a libel appears in a paper of recognized standing in a pro- 
vincial town, there has been all the publication that the jury 
need. take into account, and it is needless to inquire into the 
number of copies actually circulated. This common-sense prin- 
ciple was neglected, however, in Parnell v. Walter (24 Q. B. D. 
441), where the Divisional Court (Denman and Wus, JJ.) 
enforced the answering of an interrogatory as to the number of | 
copies of the 7imes circulated on certain specified dates. The/ 
defendant had attempted to meet the interrogatory with a 
statement that the Zimes had a large and general circulation, 
and that the number of copies issued to the public could not be 
ascertained without difficult and troublesome inquiry. But the 
court held that the defendants must give the best information 
that they could in round numbers, on the ground that the 

laintiff was entitled to have such a statement in order to estab- 
ish that the circulation was extensive. Seeing that this fact 
was a admitted, it is not easy to understand how the 
plaintiff could profit by more precise details; and in Rumney 
v. Walter (61 L. J. Q. B. 149), where there was an application 
to enforce a similar interrogatory with respect to the circulation 
of the Times, Lord Corzntoz, C.J., disapproved of the applica- 
tion, and Maruew, J., characterized it as frivolous and ridicu- 
lous. Nevertheless they felt themselves coerced by the authority 
of Parnell vy. Walter into ordering the interrogatory to be 
answered. The matter has now come before the Court of 
pope in Whittaker v. The Scarborough Post Newspaper Co, 
(Limited) (reported elsewhere), and has been put on a proper 


footing again. ‘The answer to the interrogatory that the 





THE RECENT decision of Srinuine, J., in Robinson v. Harkin 
(reported elsewhere) enforces the recognized rule as to the 
liability of a trustee to contribute to any sum which a co-trustes 
is called upon to pay in respect of a breach of trust. Some few 
cases there are in which the trustee who has taken no active 
part in the breach of trust can throw all the loss on his o- 
trustee, but they are very few. Thus, where the trustes 
who is immediately responsible for the breach of trust has 
exclusively benefited by it, or where he stands in a relation 
to his co-trustee—where, for instance, he is a solicitor— 
which justifies the court in treating him as solely liable for 
breach of trust, then he is not entitled to contribution. In 
Bahin v. Hughes (384 W. R. 311, 31 Ch. D. 390) Corron, LJ, 
said that, so far as the cases had gone at present, these were the 
only circumstances under which one trustee was treated, as 
between the trustees themselves, to be solely liable. But where 
all that a trustee can say is that he took no active part in the 
conduct of the trust affairs, and that the loss was due entirely to 
erroneous management on the part of the acting trustee, this 
will not save him, nor would it be right that it should do », 
The acting trustee is entitled to look to all the trustees to share 
in the liability incident to their office. In Robinson v. Harkin 
two trustees of a marriage settlement received by a cheque pay- 
able to their order a sum of £2,500 which the wife’s father 
had covenanted tosettle. One of the trustees, Rosrnson, indorsed 
the cheque, and allowed the other trustee, Harxxy, to obtain the 
money with a view to investing it. Harxxry entrusted the money 
to an outside stockbroker, who invested part and professed to 
have invested the whole; but in fact he retained a sum of about 
£1,000, and upon his subsequent insolvency this was hopelessly 
lost. Upon the principle of Speight v. Gaunt (32 W. R. 435,9 
App. Cas. 1) a trustee is entitled to employ a stockbroker and to 
pay trust money to him for investment, provided the truste 
follows the usual course of business, and it seems to make no 
difference that the broker employed is an outside broker. He 
may be as proper an agent for the trustee to employ # 
though he were on the Stock Exchange. Srreuine, J., accord- 
ingly did not found his judgment on this circumstance. Upon 
the facts, however, he held that the broker had not been chosen 
with due care, and that Harxry had acted improperly in leaving 
the whole sum in his hands. In the ordinary course, it would 
seem, he should only have paid it over as required for specific 
investments. Hence there was negligence on the part o 
Hazxrn which involved him in a breach of trust, and rendered 
him liable to restore the £1,000; and in this liability Rosuvsos, 
upon the principles above stated, had to share. 





A RAILWAY PAssENGER had to appear at the Guildhall a few 
days ago to a summons, charging him with having travelled 0 
the South-Eastern Railway without having paid his fare and 
with intent to defraud. It was shewn that the defendant wass 
season ticket holder who had neglected to renew his ticket when 
the time for which it was ional nd expired, but had neverthe- 
less continued to travel as if the ticket were still in force, From 
the statement made on behalf of the prosecuting company tt 
appeared that its officials are put to a great deal of trouble by 
season ticket holders neglecting to renew their tickets at 
proper time. Sometimes, it was said, they allow as much as4 
month to elapse before renewing, and in the meantime travel 
regularly on the line. To furnish a warning to such persons, 
apparently, the company took these proceedings ; but the alder- 
man refused to convict, as he was satisfied that the defe 
had no intention to defraud. When a season ticket holder has 
been travelling every day for perhaps a year he gots into the 
habit of walking in and out of trains and stations withouts 
thought of a ticket, and nothing is more likely than for the 
average man to forget the date on which he should renew. 
seems monstrous that such psrsons should be subjected to the 
ignominy of having a criminal charge of fraud brought 4 





Greulation of the newspaper is considerable is all that is 





them. Fraud, however, must be proved in order to convict any 


necessary to the plaintiff’s case, and to more than this he is 
not entitled. Newspaper proprietors will no longer, therefore, 
be troubled by Parnell v. Walter. 
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rson of travelling on a railway without a ticket, and no bye- 
law which a railway company may make can alter this, as has 


gnd (14 W. R. 53, L. R. 1 Q. B. 10) and Bentham v. Hoyle (26 
W. R. 314, 3 Q. B. D. 259). These cases, as well as others to 
the same effect, were decided upon section 103 of the Railways 
Clauses Act, 1845; but the law on the subject is now contained 
in section 5 of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1889, which, 
however, does not repeal the earlier provision. This section 
provides that ‘‘if any person travel or attempts to travel on a 
railway without having previously paid his fare, and with intent 
to avoid payment thereof,” he shall be liable to a penalty. It 
is quite clear therefore that, so far as the criminal law can touch 
him, a season ticket holder may safely travel after the time for 
which his ticket was granted has expired, if he means to 
renew his ticket and has no _ intention of cheating 
the company. If, as a matter of fact, he does renew his 
ticket, it is hard to see how the railway company 
suffers any appreciable loss, for, of course, the new ticket is 
granted as from the day on which the old one became inopera- 
tive. Doubtless it may be some inconvenience to a company 
for their regular passengers to delay renewal in this way, but 
they have the remedy in their own hands. Every company in 
England requires from those persons to whom season tickets are 
granted the deposit of a certain sum of money; and it is part 
of the contract between the company and these persons that this 
deposit shall be forfeited if the ticket is not either renewed or 
surrendered on the expiration of the time for which itis granted. 
If a company really suffers from the suggested inconvenience, 
probably the enforcement of this forfeiture in a few cases would 
soon bring about a marked decrease in the number of offending 
passengers. It must also be remembered that a railway com- 
pany usually keeps a record of the addresses of all season ticket 
holders, so that inquiries can very easily be made, and if advisa- 
ble county court proceedings taken. It certainly does, however, 
seem hard for a company to justify the taking of criminal pro- 
ceedings against a regular customer, unless the very clearest 


Tuer pEcision of Kexewicn, J., in Young v. South African, &c., 
Syndicate (Limited) (44 W. R. 509) seems to weaken very much 
the effect of the word ‘‘ conclusive” in enactments which define 
what shall be deemed to be conclusive evidence of specified facts. 
Section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, which regulates the 
mode in which a special resolution is to be passed, provides that, 
unless a poll is demanded, a declaration of the chairman that 
the resolution has been carried shall be deemed conclusive 
evidence of the fact. On the other hand, clause 42 of Table A 
provides, with regard to ordinary meetings, that, unless a poll 
is demanded, a declaration by the chairman that a resolution has 
been carried, and an entry to that effect in the book of pro- 
eeedings of the company, shall be sufficient evidence of the 
fact. The use of these two words would seem to imply 
some distinction in the effect to be given to the chairman’s 
declaration on each occasion. If for an ordinary resolution 
the declaration is only sufficient evidence, this means that 
the evidence shall be taken to prove the fact in the absence 
of any evidence to the contrary. But when for the purpose of 
&special resolution the evidence is said to be conclusive, the 
natural meaning is that no evidence on the other side is to be 
admitted. The same word occurs in section 18 with to 
the certificate of incorporation of a company. The certificate is 
to be conclusive evidence that all the requisitions of the Act in 
Tespect of registration have been complied with. Clearly the 
object of such a provision is that persons shall be able to rely 
implicitly on the certificate, and shall not be liable to have 
any evidence at variance with it brought up against them. 

ere is, of course, all the difference in the world between 
4 certificate given out of the office of a registrar after full 
and careful inquiry, and a declaration made by a chair- 
man in a crowded and possibly excited meeting. The one 
ought to be a safeguard against error. The other may easily 

mistaken, But this is a consideration which is not relevant 
When in fact the Legislature has used the same word in respect 
each. Tho certificate of registration and the chairman's 


African, §c., Syndicate (Limited), nevertheless, Kexewicu, J., 


has held that the chairman’s declaration with to the 
passing of a special resolution is only conclusive until confronted 


with contrary evidence, and that when such evidence is 
duced the matter is at large, and the court can decide pret ~ 
to the facts as proved. In that case the number of members 
was small, and it was admitted that an error had been made. 
But this circumstance could not affect the construction of the 
section, though it might be a good ground for setting aside the 
resolution if possible. If such evidence is to be allowed, how is 
the evidence in any case more than “ sufficient ” ? 





THE aTrEmMPr made in Re Johnston's Trade Mark (reported else- 
where) to have “‘ Bovril” removed from the registerof trade marks 
very naturally failed. The word was registered in 1886, under 
section 64 of the Patents, Designs, and Trade Marks Act, 1883, 
as falling within the sub-section which authorizes the registra- 
tion of a “‘ distinctive fancy word not in common use.” Taking 
this phrase by itself there can be no doubt that “ Bovril” falls 
within it. The word is distinctive; it was in 1886 a new word 
coined to denote a new article of manufacture; and it follows 
that it was not a word incommon use. But the fact that it has 
some connection with the Latin “‘bos,’’ and that the article which 
it denotes is a preparation of beef, suggested the possibility of an 
argument that it was in fact descriptive, and therefore not en- 
titled to be treated as a fancy word. The argument was 
assisted by some dicta in the Melrose and Electric Velveteen cases 
(Re Van Duzer’s Trade-Mark, Re Leaf, Sons, § Co.’s Trade Mark, 
34 Ch. D., 623) that a word could not be taken to be a fancy 
word unless it was obviously non-descriptive. But those cases 
were decided, not upon words freshly coined to denote the 
article in question, but upon ordinary words which were only 
fanciful in their application, and it was not unreasonable to 
decide whether they were in such application fancy words by 
the test whether they could by any possibility describe the 
goods; but ‘‘Bovril” started under no such initial disadvantage. 
Apart from the article which it denotes the word has never had 
any existence at all, and it would have been a very narrow con- 
struction of section 64 to hold that “‘ Bovril” was not a fancy 
word because it conveyed a vague impression that the article 
has something to do with beef. - 





Jupczs who have trade-mark cases to try are credited by the 
Legislature with something little short of omniscience. This is 
too much to expect from any man, albeit a judge. Their actual 
decisions are probably right, but cases put by way of illus- 
tration in their judgments must be received with caution. In 
Re Holt & Co.'s Trade-mark (44 W. R. 269; 1896, 1 Ch. 711) 
Nortn, J., says that “‘ Holt” is not a geographical name (ride, 
1896, 1 Ch. 715). Now there are about eleven Holts in the 
United Kingdom, and one at least, on the banks of the Dee 
opposite Farndon, is tolerably well known on account of its 
church. Again the judgments rather assume that the name 
“Trilby” originated with Du Mavrrer’s recent novel. Sir 
Freperick Ponzock, however, has traced the name back to 
1825, and shewn that it was fairly current about fifty 

ago. Lawyers may perhaps be P ramps for not knowing that 
“Duc is an archaic form of the modern Spanish Duque,” or 
for not having read or heard of the works of Cuartes Noprer ; 
but are our modern Bench and Bar alike innocent of Batzac ? 





On Monday last, in the House of Commons, Mr. Wal 
Attorney-General whether the case of . ¥. Jameson and Others 
tried at bar, which would involve the si of three or m j 
the h of the case; if so, what, if X 
to obviate the interru which would 

Queen’s Bench Division 
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Lord f Justice that in all probability 
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are alike to be conclusive. In Young v. South 


July, so that no serious will arise in 1 > = teen 
Mr. Justice Collins will be able to assist him at S 
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COVENANTS AGAINST ASSIGNMENT. 


Tne case of Bates v. Donaldson, recently decided by the Court of 
Appeal, determines under novel circumstances the effect of a 
covenant against assignment contained in a lease. Such a cove- 
nant usually provides that the lessee will not assign the premises 
without the previous consent in writing of the lessor, and it goes 
on to stipulate that such consent shall not be withheld from an 
assignment to a-respectable or responsible person ; or the words 
may be varied by requiring that the consent shall not be unrea- 
sonably, arbitrarily, or vexatiously withheld. In Bates v. 
Donaldson the clause was a combination of these two forms, and 
it was agreed that the lessee should not assign “ without having 
first obtained a written permission or licence signed by the 
lessor, such permission or licence not to be unreasonably with- 
held in the case of any respectable and responsible person who 
may be the proposed assignee.” 

It is now well settled that a clause in any of the above forms 
does not amount to an agreement on the part of the landlord 
that he will not under the circumstances specified withhold his 
consent, although they are undoubtedly capable of such a con- 
struction, and might receive it in case of necessity. ‘It may 
be,” said Amputett, B., in Zreloar v. Bigge (L. R. 9 Ex. 151), 
‘that the words themselves might, if it were necessary to carry 
out the intention of the parties, be sufficient to raise 
a@ covenant by implication in the lessor.” The re- 
sult of such a construction, however, would be to render 
the lease liable to forfeiture in the event of an assignment after 
an arbitrary refusal, leaving the lessee with an action for 
damages against the lessor for breach of the implied covenant. 
The lessee or his assignee would be evicted, and the lessor 
would have to pay damages for the pleasure of the eviction. 
This trouble, with its attendart complication of remedies, is 
avoided by reading the stipulation with respect to the with- 
holding of the lessor’s consent as a qualification of the lessee’s 
covenant against assignment, so that if the consent is improperly 
withheld the lessee is excused from his covenant and can assign 
in the absence of the licence. ‘‘The words,” said Kztty, C.B., 
in the case just quoted, ‘‘do not seem to me to amount to an 
undertaking by the lessor, but are a part of the same sentence 

‘as that containing the lessee’s covenant, and qualify its 
generality. They prevent that covenant operating in any case 
of arbitrary refusal on the part of the lessor, that is, in any case 
where without fair, solid, and substantial cause, and without 
reason given, the lessor refuses his assent.” A similar view was 
taken of the stipulation by Hatt, V.C.,in Sear v. House Property 
and Investment Society (16 Ch. D. 387), where the words were, 
“such consent not to be unreasonably withheld.” The con- 
venient construction, said the Vice-Chancellor, is that the words 
should be construed as not being in themselves a covenant to be 
enforced by damages, but as leaving the lessee to deal with the 
premises without restriction if the licence of the lessor for 
assignment to a responsible and respectable tenant be unreason- 
ably withheld. 

But while this construction carries the law a long way in 
favour of the tenant, it does not go so far as to relieve him from 
the necessity of first asking for the lessor’s licence, even under 
circumstances where it is clear that the licence could not be 
properly withheld. This was forcibly illustrated in Barrow v. 
Isaacs (39 W. R. 338; 1891, 1 Q. B. 417), where the lessee had 
omitted to apply for the lessor’s consent, and afterwards the 
lessor brought his action to recover possession upon the forfei- 








ture. ant | found my judgment,” said Lord Esuer, M.R., “ upon | 
this, which 1 take to be absolutely true, that the lessor had no | 
valid ground of objection ; that he never would have objected ; | 


that no reasonable man could have objected; and that there- 
fore, if he had been asked and had objected, his objection would 
have been wholly unreasonable and therefore arbitrary.” 
Nevertheless, because the lessee had not gone through the 
formality of asking for the lessor’s consent, the covenant against 
assignment had been violated, and the court enforced the for- 
feiture. The omission arose through the forgetfulness of the 
lessee’s solicitor, and not from mistake, so that there was no 


against assignment, it is to be remembered, are expressly 
excepted from the general power of relief against forfeiture con- 


ferred by section 14 of the Conyeyancing Act, 1882. The Actof 
1892, however, by section 3, enacts that every covenant against 
assignment shall, unless the lease contains an expressed provi- 
sion to the contrary, be deemed to be subject to a proviso to the 
effect that no fine or sum of money shall be payable for or in 
respect of the licence or consent. 

The foregoing observations deal with the formal effect of the 
stipulation appended to the covenant against assignment. They 
do not touch the question under what circumstances the lessor’s 
refusal can be chara;terized as unreasonable or otherwise im. 
proper. It is clear that the lessor who refuses his consent must 
have strong reasons for doing so, especially when there is 4 
heavy rent reserved by the lease (Sheppard v. Hong Kong Bank. 
ing Corporation, 20 W. R. 459). It has been held, however, that 
a refusal to permit the assignment cannot be said to be arbitrary 
if in giving it the lessor is acting ‘“‘upon advice,” even if the 
character of the proposed assignee is such that it cannot be 
objected to on any reasonable grounds (yer Kutiy, C.B., in 
Treloar v. Bigge, supra). Doubtless this is so, for the objection 
of the lessor may be based upon other considerations than the 
character of the proposed assignee. He is entitled, as Kxzuy, 
C.B., went on to say, to refuse his assent upon any fair and 
reasonable ground. But it would seem that the advice under 
which he wishes to shield himself must be advice having refer- 
ence to some legitimate ground of objection, although this 
ground need not be specifically stated. In Zreloar v. Bigge there 
was a probability that the premises comprised in the lease would 
be required by a public body, and the lessor thought that if the 
original lessee remained in possession he, the lessor, would be 
able to make more advantageous terms upon the acquisition by 
the public body than if a new tenant came in. It was beld that 
a refusal upon this ground was not unfair and unreasonable. 
And so, too, although there may be no objection to the character 
of the proposed assignee or to his financial responsibility, yet 
the lessor is entitled to withhold his consent if he bond fide 
thinks that the occupation by the proposed assignee will be 
detrimental to other parts of his estate (Bridewell Hospital v. 
Fawkner, 8 Times L. R. 637). 

In Bates v. Donaldson the lessee was desirous of selling her 
lease, and was willing to sell it for £400. The plaintiff, who 
was the landlord, and wanted the house for his own occupation, 
entered into negotiations with her through his agent to purchase 
the lease; but before the agent had obtained the plaintiff's 
authority to give £400, the defendant offered that sum and was 
accepted as a purchaser. The lease contained the covenant 
against assignment referred to above, but the lessee sold to the 
defendant absolutely, without any condition as to her ability to 
procure the landlord’s assent ; and when she applied for his con- 
sent she was met by a refusal, the alleged ground being that 
the defendant intended to carry on at the house his business of 
a picture dealer, but the real ground being that the landlord 
wished to secure the house for himself. The defendant entered 
into possession of the premises, and the landlord thereupon 
brought an action to recover possession, alleging that the cove 
nant against assignment had been broken and the lease for 
feited. 

It seems that the landlord did not, upon application being 
made for his consent, at once state his own willingness to Pad 
chase the premises at the price offered by the defendant. 
he done so, and had the lessee refused to sell, it is possible that 
he would have been justified in his refusal to give his licence for 
the assignment. Under the circumstances, indeed, the lessee was 
debarred from selling to him without committing a breach of her 
contract with the defendant, and in fact the defendant had obtained 
against her w decree for specific performance. But this was 4 
matter with which the landlord had nothing to do. The lessee 


' might, and in the ordinary course would have protected herself 


against such a result by making the contract with the purchaser 
dependent on the consent of the landlord being obtained. 

she done so, it would have been a matter of indifference to her 
whether the defendant or the landlord was the purchaser, 40 
the judgment of Kay, L.J., at least leaves it open to say thatthe 


; ; landlord might reasonably have used the covenant against 
ground for the equitable doctrine of relief; and covenants 





assignment for the purpose of giving himself the preference. 
There might be reasons, the Lord Justice intimated, person 
rather to the landlord than the tenant which might justify his 
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refusal. But in point of fact the landlord, instead of making an 
offer to buy, put forward the above excuse, and it was only 
when this failed that he admitted his real reason for refusing 
his consent to be that he wanted the premises for himself. The 
Jatter reason, even though accompanied by an offer to pay the 
£400, came in the opinion of Kay, L.J., too late; there was at 
the time of the refusal to give consent no reasonable ground for 
it, and the assignment without consent had not worked a for- 
feiture of the lease. 
The judgment of A. L. Smirn, L.J., on the other hand, does 
not seem to recognize any right in the landlord to give himself a 
ference, even although he makes’ to the lessee an imme- 
jate offer to purchase. The landlord, he said, has parted 
with his interest in the premises for the entire term, and 
he cannot make use of the clause requiring his consent to 
an assignment for the purpose of revesting the premises 
in himself before the expiration of the term. The clause, 
the Lord Justice continued, was inserted in order to protect 
the lessor from having his premises used or occupied in an 
undesirable way or by an undesirable assignee, and not in order 
to enable the lessor, if possible, to coerce a tenant to surrender 
the term so that the lessor might obtain possession of the 
premises. Possibly this puts upon the clause in question a con- 
struction narrower than was adopted in Treloar v. Bigge (supra), 
where, as we have seen, the lessor aimed at securing an advan- 
tage for himself, and a lessor may be acting with reason, even 
though his motive be self-regarding. At the same time words 
so vague as those ordinarily used in the clause in question may 
well have some limitation placed upon them, and it is a reason- 
able limitation that the lessor shall not use the clause for the 
purpose of putting an end to the lease merely for his own 
advantage. 





QUESTIONS ON THE PUBLIC HEALTH ACTS. 


Two decisions of importance under the Public Health Acts were 
given last week and are reported in this issue. 

In Reg. v. Tynemouth Rural District Council the question was 
as to the sufficiency of the grounds upon which the local 
authority refused their approval of plans for new houses and 
streets submitted to them by the owner of land which was 
being laid out for building. The building scheme appears to 
have been on a large scale, and the plans shewed the sanitary 
arrangements of the houses and the pro line of drainage 
and the other particulars required to be shewn by the bye-laws 
of the local authority made under section 157 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, and an order of the Local Government 
Board, which, in effect, gave the respondents (a rural authority) 
the powers of an urban authority under that section. The ans 
ground upon which approval of the plans was refused was that 
the owner declined to make provision, at his own expense, for 
sewers for the proposed new streets, and for the sewage outfall 
works which would become necessary. This the court (Lord 
Russztt of Killowen, O0.J., and Writs, J.) have held he was 
not bound to do, and they have accordingly granted a mandamus 
won the local authority to approve the lans. 

t was represented as a hardship that the burden of providing 
sewerage to meet the requirements of a building scheme under- 
taken for the improvement of private property should be cast 
upon the ratepayers of a rural district ; but, in answer to this, 
it was pointed out that a remedy against any such hardship was 
— The local authority could apply for, and would no 

bt obtain, an order of the Local Government Board making 
the land comprised in the building scheme a “ special drainage 
district” under section 277 of the Act of 1875, and thus throw 
the sewerage expenses upon that property only to the exclusion 
of the rest of the district ; or they could, by obtaining 
urban powers under section 276, compel the owner or his pur- 

to put the streets and their sewers into good order 
before taking them over. What they wanted to do was to cast 
at once 7 the owner the duty of providing sewers, which 
du the islature has said shall be ed by the local 
ae rity, whether urban or ruralj(see section 15 of the same 


© second case to which we wish to direct attention is Zhe 
Mayor of Eastbourne v. Bradford, The controversy here raged 


around the old questioe—when is a drain not a drain? If it 
had depended solely upon the definition clause (4) of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, the answer “‘ when it drains more than one 
building and is therefore a sewer,” would have been sufficient 
to dispose of this case; but the real difficulty was whether the 
admitted facts brought the drain in question within section 19 
of the Public Health Acts Amendment Act, 1890, which had 
been adopted in the borough of Eastbourne. 

The importance attaching to the decision of the question 
whether a particular pipe is a drain or a sewer arises from the 
fact that, speaking gmeelly, drains are repairable by private 
individuals, sewers by the local authority. In the Zuastbourne 
case the pipe connected several houses belonging to different 
owners with the public sewer. Section 19 of the Act of 1890 
provides that ‘‘ where two or more houses belonging to different 
owners are conn with a public sewer by a single private 
drain,” the local authority may recover the ex of repair- 
ing it and doing other works to it from the owners of the houses. 
The Eastbourne Town Council, acting upon this section, 
attempted to recover from one of the house-owners his propor- 
tion of the expenses incurred by them in relaying the pipe. The 
county court judge before whom the action was tried had to 
elect which of two conflicting decisions he would follow. In 
Self v. Hove Commisssoners (43 W. R. 300), under precisely 
similar circumstances, Witts and Wericut, JJ., held that 
section 19 of the Act of 1890 applied ; in Hill v. Hair (bid, p. 
651) Cave and Lawrance, JJ., held that section 19 (and also a 
similar section of a local Act) did not apply to drains which had 
already become vested in the local authority as sewers. The 
decision in Hill v. Hair was in fact that section 19 of the Act of 
1890 is not retrospective, and could have no application to 
sewers vested in the local authority by section 13 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, or section 43 of the Act of 1848. The county 
court judge preferred to follow Self v. Hove Commissioners, and 
his decision has been upheld by the Lord Chief Justice and 
Wuts, J. 

The foundation of their judgment is that the language of 
section 19 is sufficient to make it applicable (in places in which 
it is in force) to all drains of the character described whenever 
constructed, and that, though drains which were sewers under 
=o, —- Public — ~ a! _— vested a the bing 
authority, they were so vested only for the purpose of ena 
them weg er i the duties regarding ow which were cast 
upon them by those Acts (see Hind v. Chorlton, L. R. 2 C. P. 
116, and the other cases referred to by the Lord Chief Justice) ; 
and that when by the enactment contained in section 19 of the 
Act of 1890 those duties (or the expense incurred in perform- 
ing them) were shifted on to the owners, the fact of the vesting 
ceased to be of importance. 

The whole question is one of difficulty, but until an authorita- 
tive decision is pronounced by the Oourt of Appeal, it will be 
safer to rely upon the — adopted in Self v. Hove 
Commissioners and Mayor of Eastbourne v. Bradford than on that 
arrived at in Hill v. Hair, which reduces section 19 of the Act 
of 1890 almost to a nullity. Whatever be the true interpreta- 
tion of that section, it is clear that it does not run harmoniously 
with the provisions of the Act of 1875 as to sewers and drains : 
the draftsman can scarcely have had present to his mind the 
provisions of the earlier Act as to the meaning of the words 
“ drain” and “sewer,” and the vesting of the latter in the local 
authority ; and to speak of a “single private drain” as con- 
necting two or more houses belonging to different owners is to 
use lan which ought not to find its way into the statute 
book. But, as the Lord Chief Justice remarked, our legislation 
as to public health and local authorities is unsystematic and 
even chaotic ; to reduce it to a system would be a difficult task ; 
to tinker at it is worse than useless. 





to the St. James's Gasetie ay ge jury at the Central 


According 
against Dr. Jameson and 


Criminal Court very nearly threw out the 


his fellow sinners. Although the Recorder charged dead against the 
bomen Boye Meee ty, hee bee Bete tty sande Ae that there 
was doubt whether the Foreign Enlistment Act ran in British Bechuana- 


land at the time of the raid. However, the majority—a narrow one 





very 
—were able to — out that this was not a question of fact, but one of 
law, which could only be properly decided by a bench of judges. 
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CASES OF THE 


House of Lords. 
LOCK ¢. THE QUEENSLAND INVESTMENT, &c , CO.—18th June. 


OCompany—Suanes—Payment or Suarzgs 1s Ap vance or Catts—PAayMENtT 
or Isrenesr ovr or Caprrat on Suares so Prerarp—Compantes Act, 
1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c 89), ss. 14, 383—Taste A, Cravse 7. 


This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (Lindley, Kay, 
and A. L. Smith, L.JJ.), reported 44 W. R. 257 ; 1896, 1 Ch. 397, affirming 
the judgment of Stirling, J. The respondent company was formed in 1878 
for the investment and lending of money in Queensland. By the articles 
of association the directors were at liberty, as they thought fit, to receive 
payment from any shareholder of the whole or any part of the amount 

ining unpaid on any shares held by him upon such terms in all 

as the directors might determine; and they also might, if they 
thought fit to do s0, pay out of the capital of the company interest on 
sums paid up on shares in advance of calls. These articles were identical 
With those corresponding in Table A of the Act of 1862. In the year 1891 
the directors of the company were of opinion that it would be expedient 
that money should be raised for the purpose of discharging certain 
terminable debentures issued by the company which would become pay- 
able in 1292-3, and they decided that the best mode in the interests of the 
company of raising the amount required would be by accepting payment 
im advance of calls from each sharenolder willing to come into the scheme. 
The directore accordingly issued a circular to shareholders, proposing that 
each shareholder should prepay in advance of calls the amount at present 
uncalled upon one-tenth of his holding, or as near thereto as could be 
arranged, and that upon the amount thus prepaid interest at the rate of 


WEEK. 


6 per cent. per annum should be paid, payable half-yearly, irrespective of 
profita, &c. In response 20,000 shares were prepaid in full, and it was 


With regard to the payment of interest on these shares that the question 
The company made no profits in the year 1895, and the present 
applied for an injunction to restrain the respondent company 
from paying interest on these prepaid shares out of capital. Tne Court 
Appeal refased the injunction, holding that the articles authorizing the 
directors were legal, and that the company was entitled to pay the interest 


ae 


on id shares out of ital, although no profits had been earned 
the year. From this decision the appellant now ap . 
ing upon the counsel for the respondent, Tuz Hovse dis- 


Lord Hatsrver, LC., in the courve of his judgment, said :—The inser- 
tiom of clause 7 of Table A seems to me to remove all doubt. 
insertion of Table A the Legislature had sanctioned the doing of the very 
act. To argue that articles of association which had been expres-ly 
sanctioned by the Legislatare were wlira vires was absurd. I agree with 
every word of the judgments of Fitzgibbon, L.J., in the Irish case (Dal: 
¥. Mertm, 11 Ir. L. B. 371, 32 W. B. Dig. 26) and that of Lindley, L J., 
im this case, with the exception that I do not concur with the latter as to 
the A the claure not being quite as clear as it ought to be. I 

not what would be the result if directors sought to abuse 
b gecrte for it is admitte’ here that the transaction was quite bond 





Court of Appeal. 


WHITTAKER vc. SCARBOROUGH POST NEWSPAPER CO. (LIM.)~ 
No. 1, 22nd June. 


Pracrice—InTERROGATORIES —Lrpet iN NewsparER — OrkcuLation op 
NEWSPAPER. 


Appeal from an order made by Collins, J.,at chambers. The action wag 
for damages for a libel published in the defendants’ newspaper, the 
Scarborough Post. The place of trial was Leeds. The plaintiff delivered 
an interrogatory asking what was the number of copies printed and 
circulated of the issue of the Scarborough Post containing the words com. 
plained of. The defendants answered that a ‘‘ considerable number” of 
copies were printed and published. Collins, J., affirming the order of the 
master, on the authority of Parnell v. Walter (38 W. RB. 270, 24Q. B.D, 
441), made an order fora further and better answer, but gave leave to 
a 
F HE Covrt (Lord Esner, M.R., Kay and A. L. Sarru, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R, said thatin Purnell v. Walter a question as to the 
circulation of the Zimes was ordered to be answered, which, as Mathew, J, 
said in Rumney v. Walter (40 W. R 174), was frivolous and ridiculous. It 
was said that a Leeds jury would know nothing as to the circulation of the 
Scarborough Post. But Scarborough was a large and important watering 
place, frequented by Yorkshire people. The plaintiff had not ventured to 
swear that the Scarborough Post had a small circulation, or that Leeds people 
knew nothing of its circulation. It could not be laid down that in no case 
could the circulation of a newspaper be asked. Butif Parnell v. Walter 
was a decision that such a question could be asked in every case, even ina 
libel action against the Times or any other known London newspaper, or 
any large provincial newspaper, it was a wrong decision. Such a question 
would be frivolous and vexatious, and did not require any answer. The 
plaintiff came here relying on the decision in Parnell v. Walter, but his 
lordship hoped that the present decision would put an end to such aa 
interrogatory in such a case as this. 

Kay, L.J., concurred. As s the case of Parnell v. Walter he 
thought it impossible to say that the jury would not have sufficient know- 
ledge of the circulation of the Times without an interrogatory as to its 
circulation being administered. Therefore he should have said that no 
answer whatever was material in that case. But that might not apply t 
every newspaper of purely local circulation. He could conceive a case 
where the jury would have the vaguest possible knowledge of the circula- 
tion. In the present case he thought that a Leeds jury would have 
sufficient knowledge of the circulation of the Scarborough Post. Butif not, 
the answer said that the circulation was considerable, and he could not 
conceive why any further answer should be given. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred. In his opinion Parnell v. Walter wasa 
wrong decision. Thecirculation of the Times was known to be very Jarge. 
With all deference to the learned judges who decided that case, he could 
not conceive a more ridiculous interrogatory. In his opinion, primd facie 
such an interrogatory should not be allowed at all. The judge at cham- 
bers should say that it was not wanted in the case of well-known news- 

pers. In his opinion, the court in Rumney v. Walter took the right view 
of Parnell vy. Walter, though they felt themselves coerced into making the 
order. There might be a publication of a libel ina newspaper no one knew 
anything about, and he did not ray that the judge might not allow an 
interrogatory in such a case to shew that the newspaper had some circala- 
tion, but such cases must be rare. Here the defendants had said that the 
circulation was ‘*‘ considerable,”’ and that answer was more than sufficient. 
—Covuset, Montague Lush ; Scott Fox. Soxtcrrors, Iliffe, Henley, § Sweet, 
for Watts, Kitching, § Donner, Scarborough; Radford $ Frankland, for 
Birdsall & Cross, Scarborough. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. } 


CHADDOCK v. BRITISH SOUTH AFRICA CO.—No. 1, 22nd June. 


Paacrice—InTerRoGaTonigs—AcTION AGAINST Company—InsTERROGATORY 
to ‘** Memuer’’ oy Comrany—Norice or Arpiication—Onrp. 31, x. 5. 


sgoet from an order of Collins, J., at chambers. The plaintiff applied 
for leave to deliver interrogatories to the defendant compaay, to be 
answered by Rutherfoord Harris, the secretary of the defendant company 
in South Africa, or for leave to deliver interrogatories to Rutherfoord 
Harris, a member of the defendant company. No notice of this applica- 
tion was served u i There being a dispute at chambers as to 
whether Harris had resigned the secretaryship, the master made an order 
that “‘ the proper officer of the defendant company ’’ should answer the 
interrogatories. Collins, J., affirmed this order, and refused to order 
Harris to answer the interrogatories as a ‘‘ member” of the company, 
the ground that notice of such an application should have been given # 
him. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tux Covut (Lord Esuzr, M.R., Kay and A.oL. Surrn, L.JJ.) die 
missed the appeal. When an application was made to interrogate the 
company by its officer, the secretary, no notice of the application need be 
given to the secretary, as he was bound to know ajl the affairs of the 
company. But when an application was made to interrogate a company 
through a member, as the member could not be presumed to know all 
about the company’s affairs, and as the order might put him under certain 





Lords Hazscutct, Macxsontex, Moxzs, and Sumy concurred, and the 
was dismissed, with costs —Covnert, Millar, (LC., and Brodie 

*, 2C., aud C. LE. E. Jenkins, Boracstons, Ashurst, | 

vindor & Cayo. } 
[Reportet by ©. B. Geartes, Barritet-st- Law. ( 





liabilities, it was that he should lave notice of the application. ig 


was a good rule to adopt, and the jadge at chambers had a 
In the present case it was disputed whether Ha 


insist 0 it. 
revigued the secretaryship, and the order was consequently drawn up is 
such « form that if he were still secretary he would have to answer the 
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interrogatories.—CounseL, Arnold Statham ; Lord Robert Cecil. Soxtctrrors, 
Jaques § Co, ; Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawksley. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


fe SOUTH AFRICAN TRUST AND FINANCE CO. (LIM.)—No. 2, 22nd 
and 23rd June. 


Company—Ortion to Take Suares—Contract to ALLot SHaAREsS—BReEacu 
—SaLE or Assets or Company—VoLuNTARY WINDING-UP—MEASURE OF 
Damaces—PurcuaskE Monry—VAtvs or SHaregs aT Dates or Breacu. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Vaughan Williams, J. By agree- 
ment made in December, 1894, with the South African Trust and Finance 
Co. (Limited) Messrs. Hirsh had an option to take, at any time before the 
end of April, 1895, 36,354 shares of £1 each inthe company at the price of 
lls. 6d. per share. In February, 1895, the South African Co. entered into 
an agreement tosell the whole of its assets to the Johannesburg Consoli- 
dated Investment Co., upon terms which gave each shareholder in the 
South African Co. the right, on declaring his election before the 6th of 
March, 1895, to have £1 shares in the Johannesburg Co. at the price of 
$2 10s. each in payment of any part of the sum to which he would have 
been entitled on-winding-up of the South African Co. and distribution of 
its assets. The purchase money payable by the Johannesburg Co. was 

at £345,000. The South African Co. went into voluntary liquida- 
tio for the purpose of carrying into effect the agreement with the 
Johannesburg Co. Messrs. Hirsh were aware of what was being done, 
and wrote to the chairman of the South African Co. on the 25th of 
February stating that they claimed that in respect of the 36,354 shares 
they had up to the end of April, 1895, the like option to take Johannes- 
burg Co. shares as was by the agreement between the two companies 
secured to present shareholders in the South African Co. The solicitors of 
the South African Co. replied that it would be impossible to issue any more 
shares in the South African Co. after the commencement of the winding- 
up. In April, 1895, Messrs. Hirsh wrote to the liquidators of the South 
African Co. stating that they proposed to exercise their option by electing 
to take the 36,354 shares in the South African Co. on the 26th of April. 
The shares could not then be, and were not, allotted to them ; and Messrs. 
Hirsh claimed to prove in the liquidation of the South African Co. for a 
sum of over £10,000, being the value, on the 26th of April, 1895, of the 
Johannesburg Co. shares which could have been obtained in exchange for 
36,354 shares in the South African Co. The liquidators, on the contrary, 
admitted that there was a breach on the part of the South African Co. of 
their contract to allot shares to Messrs. Hirsh, but contended that the 
value of the shares must be determined by the part attributable to them 
of the purchase money which the Johannesburg Co. had agreed to pay, 
and that that part amounted to less than the price of 1ls. 6d. per share 
payable by Messrs. Hirsh. Vaughan Williams, J., dismissed a summons 
taken out by the liquidators to have it determined whether the value of 
the agsets in April, 1895, or only the agreed purchase money, ought to be 
taken into account, but expressed the opinion that the value at the date 
fixed by the contract for performance—i.e., in this case the 26th of April, 
1895—was the date to be regarded in ascertaining the amount of damage 
suffered by the claimants. The liquidators appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Lorzs, and Riery, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Lixotey, L.J., said that under the contract of December, 1894, Messrs. 
Hirsh & Co. had a right to require the South African Co. to allot to them, 
atany time up to the end of April, 1895, 36,354 shares in that company at the 
price of 11s. 6d. per share. But until they exercised their option and took 
the shares they were not shareholders, and had none of the privileges of 
shareholders ; and when they did so exercise their option they did not 
acquire any retrospective right in advantages which the other shareholders 
might have already acquired. The agreement between the two companies 
was not «lira vires. Possibly Messrs. Hirsh could have treated it asa 
breach of the South African Co.’s contract with them ; but they did not 
80 treat it. Then Messrs. Hirsh were informed that by exercising their 
option before the 6th of March, 1895, they could have the same benefits as 
the other shareholders; but they did not choose to do that, and they could 
not now claim those advanteges which they would have had if they had 
been shareholders before the 6th of March, 1895. They were, of course, 
entitled to have the value of the shares which under the contract ought 
to have been allotted to them when they did exercise their option ; but 
that value was to be ascertained by reckoning the purchase money paid 
by the Johannesburg Co. at the time of the sale. The appeal must 
therefore be allowed. 

Lorss and Riony, L.JJ , delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Counset, Buckley, Q.C,and W. F. Hamilton; Levett, QO., and Ashton 
Ores, Sorscrrors, Wilson, Bristows, ¢ Carpmael ; Goldberg, Langdon, $ Co. 


[Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re JOHNSTON’S TRADE-MAKK, NO. 58,405-——No. 2, 11th and 12th June. 


Thave-maRkK—Removina rrom Reorsrer—‘t Fancy Worp not 1x Common 
Use”—Parr ory Worp Dertvep raom tur Latin—Parants, Trape- 
Marxs, axp Drsians Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. c. 57), 8. 64. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., who had refused to 
Temove the word ‘‘ Bovril’’ from the register of trade-marks. The word 
been registered in 1886 as a new trade-mark for foods and ingre- 
dients of food, and a very Jarge business was now being done in an article 
of food commonly known as Hovril. The applicant was a carry 
On & similar trade, and desired to apply the name “ Bovril,’’ as a well- 
Wn name for that class of goods, to fluid beef and meat extracts manu- 
fetured by him. Kekewich, J., decided that ‘ Bovril” was a fancy word 
Hot in common we within the meaning of section 64 of the Patents, 


rt. The applicant appealed, 


Tue Court (Lixpiey, Lopszs, and Riegsy, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


Linoiey, L J., said that the argument for the a was extremely in- 
genious, butit really sought to force thecourt todo which was quite wrong 
—viz., to substitute for the of the Act endl 


the Act then in force — 
Section 64 was the material section. 


been heard of before. If 
common use, it was very difficult to see what was. It 
that since 1886 the Court of Appeal had defined what was a fanc 
and that nothing could now be held to be a fancy word unless it 
viously non-descriptive of the article to which it was app , 
it was contended, was not obviously non-descri| 
meant ‘‘ ox.’’ The Court of Appeal had certainly, in the Van Duzer case 
(35 W. R. 294, 34 Ch. D. 639) said, with reference to the use of common 
English words, that you must have a word obviously non-descriptive. The 
Somatose case (Re Farbenfabriken’s Trade-Mark, 42 W. R. 488; 1894, 1 
Ch. 645) went a step farther ; but that was a case on a different Act of 
Parliament, which substituted the *‘ an invented word’’ for ‘a 
word not in common use.” The substitution was a. His 

lordship had dissented from the opinion of the majority of the court in 
that case, thinking that ‘‘Somatose’’ was an invented word. But it 
would be altogether wrong to substitute in the Act of 1883 the phrase “‘a 
non-descriptive word,’’ which was not the language of the Legislature, 
for ‘‘ a fancy word not in common use.” His lordship thought “* Bovril ’’ 
was non-descriptive. It had been said to be descriptive, because the 
syllable ‘‘ bov”” was the Latin word for an ox. That did not follow at 
all. ‘‘ Bovril ’ did not cease to be a fancy word not i 
cause of it was derived from the Latin word for Te 
could be given to the whole word, when it was first formed no one co 
say more than that it had some relation, or might have some relation, to 
an ox. Whether the word was descriptive or not 
peculiarly a question of fact. A jury, und 
judge, certainly would not say that on the 2nd of November, 1836, 
een wee not “a fancy word not in common use.” The appeal therefore 
failed. 

Loprs and Rieny, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Cov»- 
set, G. S. Bower; Moulton, Q.C., Warmington, Q.C., and John Cutler. 


Soxicrrors, Joseph Davis; C. Ui Fisher. 
. ae eet Ta eee Barrister-at-Law. ] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
DIBBIN v. DIBBIN—Chitty, J., 19th June. 


Conrract—Option To Purcuase wirstn Loarep Torme—Exercise wirstx 
Time sy Unavruormzep AcEnt—Exerciss arrer Trwe sy Avruorrep 
Psrson—Owner oF Unsounp Minn. 


Action. By an indenture dated in 1892 the defendant and the plaintiffs’ 
testator agreed to be s in the trade of under articles 
which provided that if either r should die the other might purchase 
= = — page his level : 
‘or ill, upon giving represen’ 
within three calendar a rl 5 wegen! reser pb 
the realization of the assets of the partnersh no arrangement was 
made under the foregoing provision. The testator died on the 5th of 
April, 1895, having appointed the plaintiffs his executors. The defendant 
was then and now a of unsound mind not so found by inquisition. 
On the 4th of July, 1 > wie SS the ee oe to 
urchase the testator’s share business, signed Z i 
aperpe fen rey sef bay teh ete It did 
not appear that L. was authorized so todo. Under an order in } 

the 23rd of July, 1895, and upon a certificate of the 2nd of August, 1 
another notice for the same purpose was on the Sth of August, 1895, served 
on the plaintiffs. The question was whether under there circumstances 
either of the said notices was valid. 

Currry, J., said that it was settled that there was no difference at law 
and in equity as to the time for the exercise of an option like this, and 
the option must be exercised before the time expired. It was plain that 
the notice here was of no validity when first given. The notice = 
the committee pursuant to the order would have been sufficient 
been in time. It was said that it amounted to ratification of the 
unauthorized notice, and had reference back to the time when that notice 
was given. The result, if that were so, would that 
must be finally exercised within a limited time would 
after the time. Bolton v. Lambert (37 W. R. 434, 41 Ch. 
a case of an option which must be exercised within a 
did not assist the defendant. Holland v. King (6 C. B. 727) and Dee v. 
Goldwin (2 Q. B. 148) were in point, and were against the defendant. = 
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judgment of Rolfe, B., in Bird v. Brows (4 Ex. 786) to the 
cumstances here. His lordship must hold that the had not been 
validly exercised, and it made no difference that the person to exercise it 


t 
was of unsound mind.—Counart, Aerwel, Q.C., and FT. LZ. Wiiiase > 
Burne, Q.0., and Bwstace Smith, Sorrcrrors, : 





» and ‘Trade-Marke Act, 1888, and refused to remove it from the Lovell. 


(Reported by J, F. Wanry, Barristerat-Law) 
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Re ELLIOT, KELLY v. ELLIOT—Chitty, J., 24th June. 


Witt—Consrruction—Drirection to Ansotuts Owner To Pay CrrTain 
Sums on any Sate or THE Propsrry—ImPLicaTION—REPUGNANCY. 


Summons. The above-named testator by his will gave all his planta- 
tions in Assam and all other his estate to the plaintiff absolutely, subject 
to the payment of his debts, funeral and testamentary expenses, and, after 
appointing her executrix, continued, ‘‘on any sale” by her “‘ of the said 
tea plantations, I will and direct her to pay my brother J. E., the sum of 
£1,000 out ofthe proceeds of such sale, also the further sum of £500 out 
of the proceeds of such sale to J.-B.,’’ the testator’s sister. The planta- 
tions, according to the law of Assam, were personal estate and vested in 
the legal personal representative, and at the death of the testator they 
constituted nearly the whole of his estate. ‘The questions were whether 
there was any implied trust or direction to sell the plantations and to pay 
out of the proceeds the sums of £1,000 and £500 to the testator’s brother 
and sister, and, if not, as to the validity of the direction to pay. 

Curry, J., said that the words as they stood did not import any 
obligation to sell. The sale referred to was a sale by the plaintiff, and a 
sale by any person claiming under her was not within the clause. There 
was no ground for holding that the term ‘‘sale’’ meant anything but a 
eale in the ordinary sense. The testator meant what he said, that if the 
plaintiff thought fit to sell she was to pay the two sums to his brother and 
sister. If he meant to impose on the plaintiff the obligation of selling, 
within what time did he mean that she should sell? There was noindica- 
tion in the will. No interest was given on the sums which were to be paid 
out of the proceeds. That shewed that he meant her to sell, if at all, when 
she thought fit. The result was that no obligation was imposed on the 
plaintiff to sell. .As to the validity of the gifts, it appeared to his lordship 
that the testator had attempted to create a new kind of estate unknown to 
the law. The owner of property had as an incident of his ownership the 
right torell and tc receive the whole of the proceeds for his own benefit. 
The direction to make the payments was repugnant and void on general 
principles, and did not come within any such exceptions as those discussed 
and admitted by Jessel, M.R.,in Re Macleay (23 W. R. 718, 20 Eq. 186).— 
Covnset, Byrne, Q.C., and A. R. Kirby; H. Terrell. Soxicrrors, J. B. 
Churchill; Lumley & Lumley. 


[Reported by J. F. Wary, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ROBINSON +. HARKIN—Stirling, J., 17th June. 


Trustes—EmpPLoyMent or Ovrsrnx BrokeR—N2kGLIGENCECONTRIBUTION— 
Srarvre or Liarrations—Trvster Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 59), s. 8, 
SUB-SECTION 1 (a), (8). 


This was a summons by one {trustee of a settlement made in 1884 on the 
marriage of Mr. and Mrs. Keegan, and by the three infant children of 
the marriage, against the other trustee of the settlement, seeking to make 
him liable fora loss of about £1,000 caused by his negligence. The defen- 
dant denied the negligence, and also claimed contribution from the plain- 
tiff trustee. The loss was incurred as follows. By the settlement £2,500 
was covenanted to be settled by Mrs. Keegan’s father. The trustees of 
the settlement were the plaintiff Robinson, who was at the date of the 
settlement a medical student, aged twenty-three, and is now a medical 
practitioner in the country, and the defendant Harkin, who was a wine 
merchant. He had commenced business in 1881, along with a fellow clerk, 
and the evidence shewed that in 1884 the business of the firm was very 
small, Neither the plaintiff nor the defendant had at the date of the 
settlement any private banking account, but the defendant’s firm had one. 
The £2,500 covenanted to be paid was paid in July, 1885, by a cheque to 
order, which was brought to the plaintiff Robinson, endorsed by him, and 
then forwarded to the defendant. In a letter of the 14th of January, 
1885, the husband Keegan had written to the defendant, that he and his 
wife wished the money to be invested in North-Eastern Railway Four per 
Cent. Preference Shares, adding that if the defendant had a stockbroker 
on his books he should employ him. The defendant thereupon entrusted 
the money to a customer of his named Record, who was a stockbroker, 
though not a member of the Stock Exchange. This gentleman duly in- 
vested a , and professed to have invested the balance. As a matter 
of fact he never invested it, and in September, 1888, it was hopelessly lost. 
Record was insolvent, and nothing could be gained by an action against 
him. The plaintiff Robinson had left the whole matter in the hands of 
the defendant, and had no intimation that there was anything wrong till 
October, 1888. 

Sriuiixe, J., after stating the facts, said:—The duty of trustees in 
making investments was considered in Speight v. Gaunt (31 W. R. 401, 
32 W. RB. 435, 2 Ch. D. 727, 9 App. Cas. 1), and the principles there 
laid down must determine the liability of the trustees in the present 
instance. The first question is, Was the defendant justified in entrusting 
the money to Record? Record was not a member of the Stock Exchange ; 
but there might be outside brokers of good repute in London, and I do 
not decide the case on this ground. The evidence offered by the defen- 
dant as to Record’s financial position appears to me to amount to this: 
that Record had the appearance of carrying on a good business and was 
trusted by the defendant’s firm, who were small wine merchants. I can- 
not thiuk the defendant exercised proper care in choosing Record as his 
broker. But, further, he departed from the usual method of investing 
money by simply leaving the whole sum in the hands of Record. Looking 
at these stances I am of opinion that the defendant did not act as a 
man of ordinary prudence would have acted, and he is liable for the loss 
thereby occasioned. Now, what is the position of the plaintiff? His first 
step wes to hand over the money to the defendant, and make the latter 
sole judge of the choice both of investment and broker. I think this was 
2 departure from his duty. The defendant does not allege that he kept 


the plaintiff informed with regard to the investment, but the plaintiff was 
satisfied with the most general answer to his inquiries, and for three years 
left the money in the hands of his co-trustee. Making every allowance 
for his youth and inexperience, the plaintiff cannot be said to have taken 
the precautions an ordinary prudent man of business would have taken 
with regard to his own affairs, and, in my judgment, as between himself 
and the infant plaintiffs, he is no less liable for the loss than the defendant, 
Then comes the question whether the defendant is entitled to contribu. 
tion from the plaintiff Robinson. Applying the principle laid down in 
Chillingworth v. Chambers (44 W. R. 32 ; 1896, 1 Ch. 685), Lingard v. Brom. 
ley (1 V. & B. '114), and Balim v. Hughes (34 W. R. 311, 31 Oh. D. 390), 
I come to the conclusion that the plaintiff Robinson bas not made out any 
cage for throwing the entire liability on the defendant, and that being go 
the right of the defendant to contribution remains. It was then argued on 
behalf of the plaintiff Robinson that he had a defence under the Statute 
of Limitations, and reliance was placed on the Trustee Act, 1888, s, 8, 
This, of course, would have no effect as regards the infant plaintiffs, and 
I am of opinion that the statute is no defence as between the trustees, 
The principles laid down in Dering v. Lord Winchilsea (1 Cox 318), as 
between co-sureties, apply equally to the case of co-trustees: Lockhart y. 
Reilly (1 De G. & J. 464), Priestman v. Tindall (24 B. 244). The Statute of 
Limitations would therefore, prior to the Act of 1888, have been a 
defence. The present case seems to me to be governed not by sub-section 1 
(5) but by sub-section 1 (a) of section 8 of that Act. In Wolmershausen y, 
Gullick (1893, 2 Ch. 514) it was held that the Statute of . imitations 
does not begin to run against a surety suing a co-surety for contribu- 
tion until the liability of the surety is ascertained. I think a like 
principle applies here, and time does not begin to run as between the 
plaintiff and the defendant till the claim of the infant plaintiffs was 
established against the latter.—CowunsgL, Hastings, Q.C., and C. E. Bovill; 
Buckley, Q.C., and Curtis Price. Sourcrrors, Fenton § Co.; W. Sanders 
Frith. 
[Reported by J. I. Srreine, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG, v. TYNEMOUTH RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL—18th June. 


Locat GovERNMENT—ConsTRUCTION OF Burtpincs—ArrrovalL or PLans— 
Construction or Sewerack Worxs—Pvusuic Hearru Act, 1875 (38 & 39 
Vicr. c. 55), ss. 157, 158, 376, 377. 


Argument of a rule nisi for a mandamus requiring the defendants to 
approve certain plans for new streets and buildings submitted to them by 
the applicant. The applicant was the owner of land in the Tynemouth 
Rural District ; he desired to put up considerable blocks of houses, com- 
prising several streets in a place forming part of the open country. He 
submitted to the defendants plans showing the proposed new streets, and 
containing the details of the construction of the proposed buildings, from 
which it appeared that he proposed to construct each house with a separate 
drain ending at present in the soil of a proposed new street, with no ceas- 
pool or other receptacle for drainage. ‘The defendants refused to accept 
the plans unless the applicant would agree with them for the construction 
at his expense of the necessary main sewers (the existence of which his 
plans contemplated), with the necessary outfall and other works. No 
other objection was taken to the plans, nor did they contravene either any 
bye-law or any provision of the fe Acts. By an order of the Local 
Government Board made in 1874 there were conferred on the rural 
sanitary authority the powers, duties, and obligations of an urban sanitary 
authority with reference to making and enforcing bye-laws and otherwise 
in respect of the matters mentioned in section 34 of the Local Government 
Act, 1858. This section empowers the sanitary authority to make bye- 
laws as to ‘drainage of buildings, as to waterclosets, privies, ashpits, and 
cesspools in connection with buildings,’’ and ‘‘ to provide for the obsery- 
ance of the same by enacting therein such provisions as they think 
necessary as to the giving of notices, as to the deposit of plans by persons 
intending to lay out new streets or to construct buildings,” and ‘‘as t 
their power to remove, alter, or pull down any work begun or done in 
contravention of such bye-laws.’’ The almost precisely similar provisions 
of section 157 of the Public Health Act, 1875, were substituted by section 
313 of that Act for the provisions of section 34 of the Act of 1858. The 
bye-laws of the defendants made under the above provisions contained 10 
rules for determining whether the drainage in any particular case should be 
by the construction of or by connection with a sewer, or by a cesspool. 
They contained provisions for securing that the building should have such 
a level as would enable it to be effectually drained, and to have the 
requisite communication with any sewer into which such drain might law- 
fully empty. They contained provisions that the owner should deposit 
plans, both of new streets and of new houses, shewing the form of (inter 
alia) closets, cesspools, and all other appurtenances, and ‘‘the intended 
lines of drainage of the building, and the intended size, depth, and inclina- 
tion of each drain.” They contained no provision for the approval of the 
plans by the defendants, or that any penalty should be incurred by % 
person building without such approval; but if in building he contravened 
any bye-law, he might be made to pull down the work erected in contra- 
vention thereof. Section 158 of the Public Health Act, 1875, requires an 
urban authority to fy their approval or disapproval of plans, and em- 

wers them to pull down work erected without approval and not in con- 

ormity with a bye-law. This section was held by Wills, J. (though with 
some doubt) to apply to a rural authority invested with urban powers as m 
the present case. The case was argued on the llth of May, when judg- 
ment was reserved, 

Tux Covrr (Lord Russi. or Krutowen, 0.J., and Writs, J.) made the 





rule absolute, 
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Lord Russert or Krrtowen, O©.J., after referring to the enactments 
and bye-laws of which a summary is given above, said :—The real question 
in this case is, Can the local authority, who have no objection to the 
building plans as such, decline to approve them unless the owner will 
undertake to carry out the sewerage, including sewage outfall works? It 
gems tome that such a requisition is entirely unreasonable, because, 
though a local authority has power to acquire land compulsorily for sewage 
outfall works, a private owner can only make such works in his own 
land; he cannot take land outside without getting Parliamentary powers. 
The local authority say that a man cannot, by turning his land intoa 
village or town, throw upon them the burden of providing the nevessary 
sewerage. The owner replies that the local authority can require him to 
make drains only, not sewage works; but that they can, under section 
977 of the Public Health Act, 1875, make his property a special drainage 
district and so throw the sewerage expenses upon it; or they can, when 
the streets are laid out, take them over and compel the owners to con- 
struct the sewers under them. The local authority are not required now 
tocarry out an elaborate system of sewerage for the benefit of a particular 
property. Once the building scheme assumes large proportions they may 

in one of the ways I have mentioned, and so throw the costs on 
the owner. It is impossible to support the view of the local authority 
that because the owner has not shewn this elaborate system in his plans 
and undertaken to doit at his own expense, that is a proper ground for 
refusing to approve his plans. The local authority is wrong, and the rule 
must be made absolute. 


Wu1s, J., in the course ofa written judgment, said: If, as appears to 
beadmitted by the defendants in this case, the applicant has contravened 
no bye-law, I see no reason why he should not proceed to build. If he 
contravenes no bye-law in the course of his building, nothing can be done 
tohim that I can see. Indeed, section 158 ap to be framed on the 
supposition that no consequences will follow from building without 
approval, or even in spite of disapproval, if no bye-law be contravened. 
It is true that the section deals in terms only with the power to pull down 
without an order, but the limitation on that power would be of no value 
whatever if an order for demolition could be obtained though no bye-law 
ot other enactment were contravened, and the section is a very clear 
intimation of the view of the Legislature. I donot suppose that in face of 
the provisions of this section the Local Government Board would sanction 
a bye-law which made the mere building without approval, or even in spite 
of disapproval, an offence. Such a bye-law would, in my opinion, be, to 
say the very least, of questionable validity in face of section 158. The 
whole train of reasoning in the judgment in 2. v. Corporation of Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne (60 L. T. 963) strongly supports this view ; at all events, in the 
present case there is no such bye-law, and nothing, so far as I can see, to 
binder the applicant from building in spite of disapproval so long as 
nothing contrary to any enactment is done. [His lordship then referred 
toR. v. Preston (3 T. L. R. 665), and R. v. Neweastle-upon-Tyne, and said 
thatin the one case the objection taken by the local authority was that 
the proposed building would interfere with a projected street, and in the 
other that the sort of building proposed was not in keeping with a 
residential neighbourhood.| In each case the court granted a mandamus to 
approve the plans. In the present case the only objection taken is 
scarcely more tenable. It is that the plans cannot be approved until the 
applicant has made provision at his own expense for sewers in the proposed 
streets ard for an outfall sewer. This is to impose upon hima burden 
Which to the extent to which such works may be necessary falls by law 
upon the local authority whether rural or urban (Public Health Act, 1875, 
8. 15), and certainly no encouragement ought to be given to put the screw 
upon the applicant in order to free the defendants at his expense from the 
performance of a duty cast by law upon them. The local authority is not 
without protection, and I am inclined to think in this case adequate protec- 
tion. Under section 277 they can obtain from the Local Government Board 
an order constituting the area proposed to be built upon, or any proper 
modification of it, a special drainage area, in which case the whole of the 
cost of the new drainage will be thrown upon the area. On the other 
hand, the new area will then be exempt from the drainage rates of the 
district generally. With this the applicant would be content, and it 
seems just enough ; but the defendants wish to keep the applicant as a 
contributor, in respect of the area in question, to the rest of the drainage 
and to force him to pay for the discharge of their duties, which is not just 
ortight. The defendants have a further 7 poner Should it be worth 

while, when the new streets to be laid out are completed to take 
them over, they can compel the applicant or purchasers from him to pay 
forall the cost of putting the streets in good order to begin with, including 
the construction of sewers, by getting an order from the Local Govern- 
ment Board, under section 276, giving them urban powers in respect of 
the new streets. I wish in nothing that I have said to lay down any 
definite rule as to what matters may be properly taken into consideration 
by the local authority as grounds for withholding approval of plans. If 
they contravene bye-laws, though such bye-laws do not relate to mere 
of construction, the ground may, in my opinion, be a good one. 

they contravene—or the building, when erected, would contravene—an 
Act of Parliament, such a ground may very well be perfectly valid ; and I 
am not at all pre to say that general considerations of a character 
analogous to some I have been discussing may not be valid grounds for 
holding approval altogether or temporarily. Each case must be dealt 
Upon its own merits and according to its own circumstances. Seeing, 
therefore, that the defendants have refused their approval of the plans on 
ground that the applicant has not provided for what it will be their duty 
and not his to provide for, and on no other ground, I think the mandamus 


to Spprove the plans must be granted.—Counszi, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and 
Wles Chitty ; Robson, Q C., and Alexander Glen. Sorrcrrors, Williamson, 


up the conviction for the purpose of its being. q 


questions for their decision should be raised on the special 
information was laid by one Bunting, an officer of the Conservators of 
the Thames, against the appellant, Thomas Pearce—one of the eighty 
barge owners whose names were taken by Bunting with a view to 
prosecution—for that he did on the 5th of January, 1896, being the 
master of the barge Bessie, unlawfully dredge 
the River Thames in Hadleigh Ray, without the licence of the Conservators 
as required by section 87 of the Thames Conservancy Act, 1894. That section 
directs that any person with the licence of the Conservators may dredge 
and raise gravel from the bed of the Thames; but that, subject to the 
provisions of that Act, it should be unlawful for any person other than the 
Conservators to do so. It was also expressly provided that nothing in that 
section should take away, prejudice, or affect the rights, if any, of dredging 
or raising 
Thames above the City Stone above Staines Bridge which would have been 
vested in or exercisable by the owners of the soil of such bed if that Act 
had not been passed. The word ‘‘shore’’ was defined in section 3 as 
meaning the shores of the Thames so far as the tide flows and reflows 
between high and low water marks at ordinary tides. 
the word ‘‘ bed ’’ is given in the Act. The material facts stated were these. 
The owner of the foreshore at Hadleigh Ray or his predecessors in title had 
for upwards of thirty years granted licences to 
to take sand from the bed of the river, and the appellant claimed the right 
to do so under a licence he held granted to him by one Foster, who had 
the right to grant such licences by virtue of an underlease. The place 
from which the sand was taken was between high and low water mark, 
and the sand was taken when the tide was out and the 
The defendant had lodged his barge on the dry fo 

shovelled the sand into it, and it was contended that this 
reasonably be described as raising or dredging sand from the 
river. Counsel on behalf of the Conservators contended that 
where such sand was raised was part of the bed of the river and 
their jurisdiction, and that «as a matter of legal interpretation the 


foun shore to shore at high water at ordinary tides, and that the 
was that portion of the bed of the Thames between high and low water 
mark at ordinary tides. For the appellant counsel 
from which the sand was taken was the shore of the 


Hill, $ Co., for A. Whitehorn, North Shields; Flux § Leadbitter, for Lead- 
bitter § Harvey, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
[Reported by T. R. C, Ditu, Barrister-at-Law.] 


NICOL v. HENNESSEY—19th June. 
Sate—Wroncrut Conversion—Impirep Contract or Sate. 


This was an action to recover the price of two 64th shares ina sailing 
ship. The defendant was the managing owner of the ship, and was the 
plaintiff’s brother. On the 3rd of January, 1896, the defendant, with the 
consent of a majority of the owners, entered into a contract to sell the 
ship for £1,875. On the 29th of January he wrote to the plaintiff, asking 
her for a bill of sale of her two shares. This she refused to give, saying 
that she thought he was making a bad bargain ; but after further corres 
pondence she eventually wrote to say that, as she was unwilling to cause 
unnecessary trouble, she was willing to sell her two shares for £100. The 
defendant, without sending any reply to that letter, completed the sale, 
giving the purchaser a bill of sale for the plaintiff's two shares, together 
with an indemnity against any action brought in respect of them. The 
defendant subsequently offered to the plaintiff £57 0s. 6d. in exchange for 
her bill of sale. This offer was refused, and the present claim was for 
£100, and alternatively for damages for conversion. It was contended on 
behalf of the plaintiff that on the facts as stated there was a contract 
implied by law on the part of the defendant to buy the shares at the price 
asked : Hill v. Perrott (3 Taunt. 274) and <Addotts v. Barry (2 B. and B. 
369). Evidence was called on behalf of the defendant to show that £1,875 
was the full value of the ship. 

Corus, J., gave judgment for the plaintiff for £100, on the ground 
that the case came under the rule that where a person dealt with or exer- 
cised acts of ownership over the property of anotber there was an implied 
contract that he would pay for the property as upon a contract of sale. 
There was no legal presumption that the defendant should pay the amount 
demanded by the plaintiff, but a presumption arose from the facts of the 
case that that was the amount the defendant agreed to pay in order ta 
deal with the property.—Counsgt, H. F. Boyd; H. Holman. Soxicrrors, 
Robert Greening ; Downing, Holman, § Co. 

[Reported by C. G. Wiusranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PEARCE ». BUNTING; REG. r. WEDD AND ANOTHER, Lr parte 
PEARCE—17th June. 


Rrver—Brp anp Sor or Rrver—Dreperxc or- Rarsrinc Sanp~Tmat 
River—Ricuts or Prrvate Owners to Foreshore—TxHames Conser- 
vancy Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 187) s. 87. 

This was an appeal, by way of special case, from the decision of the 
justices for the county of Essex for the petty sessional division of 
Rochford, who had convicted the appellant of having dredged or raised 
sand from the bed of the Lower Thames without the licence of the Con- 
servancy Board. The appellant had also obtained a rule nisi calling upon 


the justices to shew cause why a writ of certiorari should not issue to bring 


uashed. By arrangement 
the two cases were to be argued together, but the court decided that the 
case. An 


or raise sand from the bed of 


gravel, sand, ballast, or other substances from the bed of the 


No definition of 


owners and others 


Rie 
HE 


: 


ression ‘‘ bed of the Thames’’ in the Act included the whole river 


H 


section $ of the statute, and not the ‘‘ bed ’’ within the meaning of section 
87; that the lessees under whom the t held his licence had at 
the time of the passing of this Act the right to take cand from that part of 
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the river and to grant licences to other persons to do so; that the rights 
of the foréshore vested in private owners were unaffected by the Act, being 
expressly reserved to them by seciion 238. The Thames Conservancy 
Board argued that the place in question was part of the bed of the River 
Thames, and that the expression ‘“bed of a river’ in its ordinary mean- 
ing included the space between high and low water mark: Menzies v. 
Breadalbane (3 Wilson & Shaw, 243), Hindson v. Ashby (12 Times L. R. 44). 
There was nothing in the definition of the word ‘‘ shore ”’ in clause 3 
which directly or by implication excluded the place between high and low 
water mark from forming part of the larger area constituting the “ bed ” 
of the river. That section 87 was an express provision within the mean- 
ing of section 238, which overrode any reservation of private rights in 
section 238. The extent of the ‘‘bed’’ could only be determined by local 


vestigations. 

Tue Covrt delivered judgment in favour of the claim of the owner of 
the foreshore, and quashed the conviction. 

Cave, J., said that the question raised was whether the Legislature, by 
the Thames Conservancy Act, 1894, intended to take away the rights of 
private persons and to make every person who owned any portion of what 
was called the shores of the river liable to a penalty for taking sand from 
his owr foreshore. By the Thames Conservancy Act, 1857, the Con- 
servators took over the estate, title, and right of the Crown in the bed and 
the foreshore, but that statute did not vest in them any rights which 
private owners had derived from the Crown before that date. There were 
many parts of Essex where claims had been put forward and established 
by private individuals to these foreshore rights arising from implied or 
express grants by the Crown. Constant differences had, prior to 1857, 
arisen between the Crown and the Corporation, and an agreement was 
come to by which the Corporation acknowledged the title of the Crown 
and withdrew their own claim to ‘‘ bed and soil’’ of the river. Then an 
agreement was entered into in which the Crown agreed with the Cor- 
poration that, with the exception of rights already granted, and in 
respect of the river shore opposite Crown or public buildings, all 
the rights of the Crown in ‘bed and shores’’ were to be taken 
by the Corporation. The Act of 1857 carried this agreement into 
effect, giving to the Conservators the rights of the Crown in the “‘ bed 
and foreshore,’’ but did not purport to vest in them any of the rights 
in the foreshore then enjoyed by private individuals. That Act 
was followed by the Conservancy Acts of 1867 and 1870, which were 
careful to keep alive and distinct the rights of the parties as agreed and 
defined in the Act of 1857. The Act of 1894 repealed the Acts of 1857 and 
1870, but did not, in his opinion, take away, as the Conservators desired 
to show, the private owners’ rights in the foreshore. They therefore did 
not require a licence any more than formerly from the Conservators to 
remove sand and gravel from the foreshore of the river, and the magistrates 
came to a wrong conclusion when they decided the contrary and convicted 
the appellant. 

Wuts, J., concurred. 

Jelf, Q.C., for the respondents.—The appellant, having obtained a 
special case, was not entitled to come to the court and ask fora writ of 
certiorari. The rule should therefore be discharged, with costs: Palmer 
v. Thatcher (3 Q. B. D. 346). 

Cavz, J.—This is a most monstrous attempt to get hold of private 
property, and I do not see why we should discharge the rule. We 
cannot, unfortunately, give the coste of the certiorari against the respon- 
dents, because when a certiorari is made absolute the court does so without 


Judgment was then entered for the appellant on the special case, with 
costs ; while the rule for a certiorari was allowed to drop. without costs.— 
Counsst, Channell,Q.C., and Serutton ; Jelf, Q.C., J. Eldon Bankes, and 
Lewis Thomas. Souricrrors, Farlow § Jackson ; James Hughes. 


[Reported by Eaxsxixe Rein, Barrister-at-Law. } 


LOUTH DISTRICT COUNCIL v. WEST—17th June. 


Loca Government—Roanstpz Wastes—ENcCROACHMENT THEREON ABATED 
ny Disreict Counct.—Powsgr to Recover Expenses so IncurRED—LocAL 
GovgrsmeEnt Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 73), s. 26. 


This was an appeal from a decision of his honour Judge Shortt, sitting 
at the Lincolnshire County Court, at Great Grimsby. The question was 
whether a district council was empowered to bring an action in the county 
court under section 26 of the Local Government Act, 1894, to recover the 
cost of filling up a ditch which they alleged to have been unlawfully made 
in the waste of the highway. The facte were these. The defendant is a 
landowner in the district, and an irregular ditch formerly separated his 
land on one side from the road in question. He decided to dig a straight 
ditch parallel with the road, and with the soil that he took out in making 
the new ditch he filled up the old one. The Urban District Council called 
upon him to abate the encroachment and to reinstate the ditch, but this 
be refused to do, and thereupon the Council abated it themselves at a cost 
of £7, and sought to recover the cost of so doing from the defendant in the 
county court. No question as to the right of the District Council to abate 
the nuisance was raised by the defendant; but he contended that the 
District Council had no power to recover the expenses of doing so them- 
selves, as an encroachment on a highway was a matter for indictment, and 
unless special damage had been suffered by the plaintiffs they could not 
sue. Section 26 of the Local Government Act, 1894, provides that it shall 
be the duty of every district council to protect all public rights of way, 
and to prevent any encroachment on any roadside waste within their 
jurisdiction : *‘ (3) A district council for the pu s of carrying into effect 
the provisions of that section may institute ordelend any legal proceedings 

The learned 


and generally may take such stepens they shall deem expedient,” 
county court judge gave judgment for the defendant, but without costs. 








From that decision the District Council appealed. Counsel for the urban 


authority admitted that unless it could be shown that damage had been 


incurred in abating the encroachment no action, would lie, but he sub. 
mitted that the appellants were not volunteers, but were bound by Act of 
Parliament to take the necessary steps to remove this encroachment. [y 
doing so they had sustained expense, and they were entitled to recover the 
amount of that loss back from the respondent. He cited The Guardians 
of the Holborn Union v. St. Leonard’s, Shoreditch (2 Q. B. D. 148). For the 
respondent counsel contended that the alteration in the ditch was no inter. 
ference with the highway, as, notwithstanding the alleged encroachment, 
the road was 48ft. wide opposite the respondent’s land. At most, there. 
fore, the alleged offence consisted of an encroachment on a roadside 
waste. If the part of the road encroached on was a highway, the only 
remedy which was open to the appellants for the abatement of the nuisance 
was by indictment under section 39 of the Highways Act, 1832, for 
summary proceedings could not be taken if 30ft. of highway were left ; 
Easton v. Richmond Highway Board (7 Q. B. 69). There was no allegation 
of damages, as in the case of The Guardians of the Holborn Union v. &t, 
Leonard’s, Shoreditch, prior to the appeilants themselves removing the 
nuisance. They could not therefore claim the costs of doing so: Bagshaw 
v. Buxton Local Board of Health (1 Ch. D. 224). 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

Cave, J., said it was a well-known rule that in indictable cases no one 
could sue for damages unless he had suffered special damage. It was 
contended that the Council had not suffered any special damage, and 
therefore that they could not recover the cost of reinstating the road. He 
did not take that view of the case. By Act of Parliament they were 
bound to do what they had done, and in doing so had been compelled to 
expend a certain sum of money. He saw no reason why they should not 
recover these costs, and therefore the decision of the learned county court 
judge in hic opinion was wrong, and the appeal must be allowed. 

Wits, J., concurred. The defendant was not entitled to encroach on 
the roadside wastes, even though they belonged to him. It was the duty 
of the District Council to abate any such encroachment, and it was never 
contended that they had not a right to take legal proceedings and to do what 
they had done. What was contended was that they had no right to 
recover the cost of so doing from the person who had been guilty of the 
encroachment, and that the costs of abating such a nuisance ought to come 
out of the ratepayers’ pockets. There was nothing inthe Act to warrant 
such a contention. The District Council had done the work, and they 
were entitled to recover the cost of it. Appeal allowed, with costs.— 
Counset, Sills; Younger. Souicrrors, Collyer-Bristow § Co., for Bell, 
Ingleby, & Sharpley, Louth; E. H. Wyles, for J. Barker, Great Grimsby. 

[Reported by Ersxrve Rew, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MAYOR OF EASTBOURNE v. BRADFORD—18th June. 


Loca Government — Sewers — “‘Srncte Private Dram” — Pore 
Hearty Acts, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicor. c. 55), ss. 4, 13, 41; 1890 (53 & it 
Vicr. c. 59), s. 19. 

Appeal from the decision of the judge of the Hastbourne County Court, 
giving judgment for the plaintiffs. The action was brought to recover 
£2 7s. 2d., the proportion of expenses incurred in relaying a drain con- 
necting the defendant’s house and other houses belonging to different 
owners with a public sewer. Section 19 of the Public Health Acts 
Amendment Act, 1890, provides as follows: ‘* Where two or more houses 
belonging to different owners are connected with a public sewer bys 
single private drain, an application may be made under cection 41 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875, and the local authority may recover 
any expenses incurred by them in executing any works under the powers 
conferred upon them by that section from the owners of the houses ia 
such shares and proportions as shall be settled by their surveyor or (in case 
of dispute) by a court of summary jurisdiction.’’ The appeal was argued 
on the 15th of May, when judgment was reserved. 

Tur Court (Lord Russet or Kiztowen, C.J., und Wi11s, J.) dismissed 
the a ° 

tan Russet or Kittowen, C.J., in the course of a written judgment 
said :—The only question for the decision of the county court judge was 
whether the conduit in question is a public sewer within the meaning of 
the Public Health Acts, 1875 and 1890, or a single private drain within 
the meaning of section 19 of the Act of 1890. ‘Tne learned county court 
judge considered himself bound by the decision of the Divisional Oourt 
in the case of Self v. The Hove Commissioners, and held that the drain was 
a single private drain, and judgment was given for the plaintiff corpora- 
tion with leave to appeal. On the argument before us the cases of 7vavw 
v. Uttley (42 W. R. 461; 1894, 1 Q. B. 233), Self v. The Hove Commissioners 
(43 W. R. 300; 1895, 1 Q. B. 685), and Hill v. Hair (43 W. R. 651; 189, 
1 Q. B. 906), were cited. [The Lord Chief Justice then reviewed the 
circumstances of those cases, and pointed out that Zravis v. Uttley did not 
apply, and that Self v. Hove Commissioners and Hiv. Hair were conflicting 
decisions applicable to the facts of the present case, and that he bad 
reconsidered the whole question independently. He continued :—] 
real question is, What is the proper application of section 19 of the Public 
Health Amendment Act, 1890? The section says that where two or more 
houses belongivg to different owners are connected with the public sewer 
by a single private drain the local authority may deal with that drain ia 
the same way, both as to the execution of works and recovery of expenset, 
as it may deal with drains, asbpits, and cesspools under section 4I 
of the Public Health Act, 1875. The first point of difficulty is, What is 
a single private drain? Sub-section 3 says that a drain includes a drain 
used for the drainage of more than one building. ‘This very much widens 
the definition of drain given in section 4 of the principal Act of 1875. I 
that section a drain means any drain of and ysed for the drainage of one 











396. 





1€ urban 
1ad been 
he sub. 
y Act of 
ent. In 
sover the 
fuardiangs 
For the 
no inter. 
.chment, 
t, there. 
roadside 
the only 
nuisance 
832, for 
ere left : 
llegation 
on VY. St, 
ing the 
Bagshaw 


S nO one 

Tt was 
ge, and 
vad. He 
ley were 
pelled to 
ould not 
ity court 


roach on 
the duty 
as never 
» do what 
right to 
y of the 
t to come 
) Warrant 
and they 

costs.— 


— Pupue 
(53 & 54 


3y Court, 
O recover 
rain Col. 
different 
lth Acts 
re houses 
wer by @ 
il of the 
y recover 
e powers 
houses ig 
r (in case 
1s argued 


dismissed 


udgment 
1dge was 
aning of 
in within 
ity court 
1al Court 
rain was 
Corpora- 
of Travis 
missioners 
1; 1895, 
awed the 
y did not 
yn flicting 
t he had 
—| The 
e Public 
) or more 
lic sewer 
drain in 
x 2nses, 
ob Al 
What is 
5 a drain 
h widens 
875, Ie 
ce of one 





June 27, 1896. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 40.] _ 603 











puilding only or of ises within the same curtilage. What, then, is the 
meaning, in section 19, of the words ‘‘single private drain”? What isa 
wate drain, and can there bea private drain connecting two or more 
. (belonging to different owners) with a public sewer? Prior to the 
passing of the Act of 1890, by the operation of the Act of 1875 (and, 
indeed, by the operation of the prior Act of 1848) there could not be a 
jvate drain which connected two or more houses (belonging to different 
owners) With a public sewer, because any such drain was a sewer, and was 
a sewer vested in the local authority. Therefore it might be said that the 
drain in this case is not a private drain because it was vested in the local 
guthority, if the word “‘ private ’’ is to be taken as used in the sense of 
g to an individual ; and it was not a drain at all, because it came 

under the definition of ‘sewer’’ in section 4 of the Act of 1848. But the 
Act of 1890, for the purposes of section 19, and for those p s only, 
widens the definition of ‘‘ drain” contained in section 4 of the Act of 1875, 
and therefore there seems to be no difficulty in interpreting section 19 with 
to the word ‘‘ drain.’’ In the case before us it seems to me to be 

dear that the drain was a drain within the meaning of the definition given 
insub-section 3 of section 19. The next question is, What is the mean- 
ing of the word ‘‘ private’’ in “‘ single private drain,’’ and what meaning 
can be given to it which shall harmonize with the application of section 15 
of the Public Health Act, 1875? It has been suggested that the expression 
“private drain ’’ might be said to apply only to drains of the character 
set out in section 19 of the Act of 1890 which were constructed after the 
passing of the Act of 1890—in other words that the Act has no retrospec- 
vive force. That would be a very simple way of getting out of the difficul- 
ties of the section. But the words of the section are not ‘‘ shall be,’’ but 
“are,” and therefore when it says that where two or more houses belong- 
ing to different owners are connected with the public sewer it points, I 
think, to a state of things in existence at the time of the passing of the 
Act which is to be altered. If, then, the provision is retrospective, 
what effect is to be given to section 13 of the Act of 1875 in this 
connection? Now that section (13) says that all existing and future 
sewers shall vest in and be under the control of the local authority. The 
word “‘sewer’’ here will no longer include the drain in question in this 
case, which is a drain under and for the purposes only of section 19 of the 
Act of 1890. But inasmuch as prior to the passing of the Act of 1890 that 
drain was a sewer vesting in the local authority, does the vesting control the 
natural application of the new definition? If, indeed, the absolute pro- 
perty in the sewer were given by section 13 of the Act of 1875 to the local 
authority, one might feel some difficulty in making this section applicable 
to drains constructed prior to 1890, notwithstanding the use of the word 
“are.” But what is the meaning of the word “‘ vest ” in section 13 of the 
Act of 1875? It has been clearly held that the vesting is not a giving of 
the property in the sewer and in the soil surrounding it to the local 
authority, but gives such ownership and such rights only as are necessary 
for the purpose of carrying out the duties of a local authority with regard 
to the subject matter: Hind v. Chorlton (L. R. 2 C. P. 116), Coverdale v. 
Charlton (26 W. R. 687, 4Q. B. D. 104), Rolls v. St. George the Martyr, 
Southwark (28 W. R. 867, 14 Ch. D. 785), Attorney-General v. Guardians of 
Dorking (20 Ch. D. 595), Mayor of Birkenhead v. London and North-Western 
Railway Co. (15 Q. B. D. 578). But if the duty is partly or entirely shifted 
from the local authority to individuals, that right which the word “ vest ’’ 
ae the local authority disappears to the same extent. Therefore it 
oes not appear that there is any difficulty arising from the word “‘ vest ’’ 
in section 13 of the Act of 1875. ‘The vesting was only for the purpose of 
performing a duty, and the duty having ex hypothesi been shifted on t> the 
owner there is no difficulty in arriving at the proper yee ppg of 
section 19 of the Act of 1890 by reason of the use of the word “ vest’ in 
section 13 of the Act of 1875. Iam unable to see any ial use in the 
word “ private’ in this section; but it is intelligible, and, I think, means 
4 drain originally constructed for the drainage of one or more houses, as 
ished from a drain or sewer which any member of the public may 

havea right to use by connecting to it the drain from his own house. 
We must put some reasonable interpretation on the section, and on this 
construction of it there is no difficulty in applying it to the present case. 
If it does not govern the class of drain in this case, which is for all pur- 
poses identical with that m Selfv. The Hove Commissioners and in Hill v. 
Heir, what application can the section have? A drain now, by the com- 
operation of section 4 of the Public Health Act, 1875, and section 

19 of the Act of 1890, for the purposes of this latter section, and for thuse 
purposes only, includes (1) a drain used for the drainage of one building 
only, (2) a drain used for the drainage of premises within the same 
curtilage, and (3) a drain used for the drainage of more than one build- 
ing. The section therefore applies to two or more houses belonging to 
erent owners connected with a public sewer by a single private drain, 
Whether within the same curtilage or not. If it was only intended to 
apply to drains which did not vest in the local authority prior to 1890, it 
is difficult to understand the object of making a new definition of 
the word drain for the purposes of applying section 41 of the 
Act of 1875. The local authorities could already deal with drains 
draining one building and drains draining premises within the same 
¢ : see section 4 of the Act of 1875 and section 41 of the 
same Act. Moreover, the object of section 19 of the Act of 1890 is to 
Sive increased power to the local authorities enumerated in the Act, 
fe therefore the second exception under the definition of sewer in section 
of the Act of 1875 does not ~*~ us, especially as the class of drains 
re mentioned are not sewers. Further, since it is intended to throw 
"pon owners of houses certain expenses, it is difficult to en that the 
pre can have been intended to operate on the first exception to section 
of the Act of 1875—viz., sewers made for profit. It is difficult to sup: 

pose that the Legislature intended that the owners of houses are to 

Upon to pay the cost of repairing a sewage system such as that in 





Minehead Local Board v. Luttrell (42 W. R. 667; 1 
second exception of section 13 of the Act of 1875 
it deals with land drainage ; 


2.Ch. 178). The 
no e, a8 

; neither does the third exception, because the 

local authority can have no power over these sewers, except as 

by seetion 327 (1). Nor does the proviso of section 13 help us, as-it points 

to public sewers constructed by a public body for public use. It appears ~ 


to me to follow that the section could p ly have no operation at all 
if it were not intended to apply to such cases as that us. Lam 
therefore of opinion that in this case the draim was a single 
private drain connecting two or more houses belonging to different owners 
with the public sewer, and that, therefore, under section 19 of the Act of 
1890, the local authority was entitied to proceed under section 41 of 
the Act of 1875. 

Wuts, J., read a written judgment to the same effect. Appeal dis- 
missed; leave to appeal granted.—CounsgL, Maomorran, Q.0.; Bovall. 
Soxicrrors, F. D. W. Hatton, for F. Lawson Lewis, Eastbourne ; Sharpe, 
Parker, Pritchards, § Barham, for H. W. Fovargue, town clerk, Eastbourne. 


(Reported by T. R. C. Ditu, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HOLLAND & CO. v. PRITCHARD AND OTHERS—18th June. 


Sure—Brit or Lapinc—Loss or Goons THrovex Disnonsgsty or Surprers’ 
Acrnt—Ricut to Freignt—Liasiiiry or SHrPowNERS. 


Appeal from the Liverpool County Court. The plaintiffs, the owners of 
the steamship Darwin, claimed a sum for freight on certain fodder, 
and the defendants (the indorsees of the bill of lading) counter-claimed 
for the value of cargo short delivered, under the following circum- 
stances. The cargo shipped at Buenos Ayres for Liverpoo! consisted of a 
number of bullocks and sheep and a quantity of fodder. In the margin 
of the bill of lading was a note: ‘‘ All surplus fodder shall be landed at 
port of destination at consignees’ expense; but should there be more 
than seven days’ — fodder on board on arrival, consignees to pay 
freight on such surplus at current rates.’’ Some surplus fodder was so 
landed, and freight paid thereon. The fodder neceesary for the cattle and 
sheep was ied free. Gilbertson, a man in the defendanis’ employ, 
was carried on the ship to look after the cattle. The ship touched at St. 
Vincent, and there Gilbertson fraudulently and for his own use and 
benefit sold and caused to be conveyed on shore the fodder which was the 
subject of the claim and counter-claim. The plaintiffs contended that 
they were entitled to freight for this fodder, because they were prevented 
from it by the act of Gilbertson, who was the defendants’ agent. 
The defendants denied Gilbertson’s agency, and counter-claimed for the 
non-delivery of this fodder, on the ground that the plaintiffs had agreed 
to deliver it under the bill of ladi The captain of the ship endea- 
ce to Lage ag the disposal —* 4 fodder at St. Vincent, and a 
negligence on his part was . e county court judge gave judg- 
ment for the defendants on the claim and counter-claim. The appeal of 
the — was heard on the 13th of May, when judgment was 
reserved. 

Lord Russett or Kittowen, C.J.—The fodder was put on board to be 
used by the cattle during the voyage for the convenienve of the shippers. 
Freight was payable only in respect of the excess of fodder on board on 
arrival over and above a supply for seven days. This was in order to 
prevent the shipper being able to import free more fodder than was 
required for the use of the cattle during the voyage. [His lordship 
referred to the occurrences at St. Vincent, and continued:—] On the 
arrival of the ship the owners claimed freight in respect of the fodder 
dishonestly dealt with at St. Vincent. It was anewered that freight was 
payable only in respect of fodder carried and delivered, and this was not 
delivered. But there might be a cause of action if, by the act of some 
person for whom the shippers were responsible, the owners were prevented 
from carrying this fodder and receiving freight in respect of it. I am of 
opinion that Gilbertson‘s act of peculation was not an act for which the 
shippers were responsible, and that therefore the shipowners cannot 
recover this freight. On this part of the case, therefore, the county court 
judge was right. In support of the counter-claim the defendants con- 
ten that the shipowners were carriers of goods by sea and liable as 
such, except in so far as their liability was cut down by express contract ; 
and that this fodder was not lost by robbery (which means thie by 
violence) or through any other perils excepted by the bill of la x 
Therefore they say the a are not excused for the non-delivery of 
this fodder at the of discharge. This question turns on the constrac- 
tion of the bill of lading. The body of the bill relates to the cattle and 
sheep ; it states the freight to be paid for them, and there is an enumera- 
tion of the excepted None of this applies to the fodder; it is not 
mentioned in the y i i i i 
of cargo. No freight is to be paid for it, whether consumed or uncon- 
sumed, except in so far as it is on arrival in excess of the seven days 
Reading the bill of lading in the light of the facts, I think that the ship- 
owners did not enter into a contract as common carriers in respect of the 
fodder; the fodder was not in the charge or under the control of the 
shipowners, but of the agents of the shippers, and the liability of the ship- 
owners only arose if they did not use reasonable care. 
think they would have been liable if the captain had not taken proper 

recautions to prevent the fodder being removed. 

eliberately an: pe aaee Ae ers wasted the fodder, it could not be 
contended that the shipowners were liable. As to the fodder, I 
there is properly to be inferred 
not as common 
for negligence or want of reasonable care. 
county court judge was wrong 3 
the loss of this fodder, and that there must be judgment for the plaintiffs 


i 


i 
: 
: 


on the counter-claim. 
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Wuts, J., concurred.—Covunsst, Holman; Horridge. Soxtcrrors, Down- 
ing, Holman § Co. for Sampson, Williamson, Inglis, § Edgecombe, Liverpool ; 
Roweliffes, Rawle, ¢ Co. for Hill, Dickinson, Dickinson, § Hill, Liverpool. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Diu, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


REG. v. GIBSON AND OTHERS, JUSTICES, AND THE BIRKDALE 
DISTRICT COUNCIL—17th June. 


Locat GoveRnMENT—J vustices—Gas Suppiiep ny ScvtHport CorPORATION 
TO BrrKDALE, A. TOWNSHIP OUTSIDE THE BorovGH—PENALTIES UNDER 
vHE Locat Act RecovERABLE BEFORE TWO OR MORE JUSTICES SITTING IN 
Perry Sesstons FoR THE Borovucu—JuvrispicTion or County Justices 
sirTiInc aT Brrxpate—Sovuturort Improvement Act, 1871, ss. 6, 40. 


Jn this case a writ of prohibition had been obtained against Mr. Gibson 
and other justices of Lancashire, at the instance of the Corporation of 
Southport, to prevent their adjudicating on certain summonses taken 
out against the Corporation of Southport for supplying the township of 
Birkdale with gas of an improper illuminating power. The Southport 
Corporation had powers under the Southport Improvement Act, 1871, to 
supply gas to Birkdale; the mains being owned by the Birkdale District 
Council. The township of Birkdale adjoins, but is outside, the 
borough of Southport. Early in this year the Urban District Council of 
Birkdale issued summonses against the mayor, aldermen, and justices of 
Southport, to recover penalties for supplying their district with gas of an 
infenor illuminating power, under section 40 of the Southport Improve- 
ment Act, 1871, which provides (inter alia) for testing the gas supplied by 
the Southport Corporatior. When the summonses were called on the 
town clerk of Southport took exception to the jurisdiction of the county 
justices sitting at Birkdale, on the ground that the penalties under 
section 40 were recoverable only before “‘two or more justices”’’ sitting 
in petty sessions for the borough of Southport. The county justices, 
after argument, decided that they had jurisdiction to determine the cases, 
but adjourned the hearing pending the argument of this rule. Couneel 
in shewing cause against the rule contended that as the alleged offence 
‘was committed outside the borough of Southport, the justices sitting in 
petty sessions there could not adjudicate upon it. On the other 

, counsel in support of the rule argued that these summonses 
under the Act must be heard before a petty sessions held 
in the borough of Southport, in which case they would 
come before a tribunal composed of borough and county justices 
sitting together. The county justices had not a separate but a concurrent 
jurisdiction with the borough justices in such matters. The borough 
justices wanted an expression of the opinion of that court that they had 
aright to sit with the county justices to hear there summonses. [Cave, 
J.—But the borough justices cannot sit outside the borough; therefore 
you have to go the length of saying that proceedings can only be insti- 
tuted at Southport. How can you say that a neglect to do something at 
Birkdale is an offence to be dealt with at Southport?] Meaning must 
be given to the words of the section that ‘‘ such offences shall be decided 
before two or more justices assembled and acting together in petty ses- 
sions for the borough.’ The various local government Acts never 
intended to give extended juriediction to the county justices except con- 
jointly with the borough justices in matters relating to the borough, other- 
bre any justices of Lancashire could sit and decide the matter at Birk- 


Tue Covert discharged the rule. 

Cave, J.—The question in this case was whether the justices of Lan- 
cashire sitting at Birkdale, and not in Southport borough, had or had not 

urisdiction to hear and determine the complaints in these summonses. 
thought they had. The alleged offence was committed in the town- 
ship of Birkdale, and there was nothing in the Southport Improvement 
Act, 1871, to take away the jurisdiction of the county magistrates from 
adjudicating on sucha case. It was clear, upon the facts, that the county 
justices had jurisdiction to hear the complaints, and the rule for a pr ohi- 
bition must be discharged. 

Wnts, J., concurred. At the time the Act was passed the expression 
“two or more justices *’ meant two county justices acting for that part of 
the county in which Southport was situated. The meaning of that ex- 
pression was not altered by virtue of the fact that since the passing of that 
Act a séparate commission of the peace had been granted to Southport. 
Rale discharged, with costse.—Counsrt, Horridge ; Maemorran, Q.C., and 
Green. Sorscrrors, Rowcliffes, Rawle, ¢ Co., for Welsby & Smailshaw, South- 


[Reported by Ersxixz Resp, Barrister-at-Law.} 


The Daily News, which notices the life of Lord Bowen which has been 
printed for private circulation, extracts from it some of his sayings. Some- 
one mentioned a work, the “* Defence of the Church of England,”. by a 
beneficed clergyman. ‘‘In other words,”’ said he, “‘a defence of the 
Thirty-nine Articles by 2 bond fide holder for value.’”” A publisher who 
was supposed to drive hard bargains with authors built a church at his 
own expense: “Oh,” said the Lord Justice, “‘ the old story, Sanguis 
martyrum semen ecelesiz.’” Of a jadge who slept on the bench, and did 
not sit after half-past three, he said : “ It is as it should be. He obeyed 
the » ‘Shake off dull sloth and early rise.’”’ Of another, he said, 
“7 not know whether to speak of him as my learned brother or my 
learned sister.” “ A jurist,’’ he once said, “‘ is a person who knows a little 
about the laws of every country except his own.’”’ ‘‘ Had I been left to 
myself,” he said, in dealing with a case in which the court below had 
shown a perverse ingenuity in misconstruing a document, ‘‘ I should have 


judgment of the learned judge shows me that I should have 
been wrong—that it was impossible to misunderstand this letter.” 





LAW SOCIETIES. , 


UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 
ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL. 


The United Law Clerks’ Society celebrated its sixty-fourth anniversary 
festival, at the Freemason’s Tavern, on Wednesday, the Right. Hon. the 
Speaker presiding. Two hundred and ten gentlemen sat down to dinner, 
amongst whom were the following: Sir Harry Poland, Q.C., Mr. ©. 4, 
Cripps, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Montague Crackanthorpe, Mr. Joseph Walton, 
Qc, Mr. F. C. J. Millar, Q.C., Mr. Lewis Edmunds, Q.C., Mr. H. 7, 
Eve, Q.C., Sir G. Morrison, Mr. CO. C. Scott, Mr. C. A. Russell, Mr, 
Boydell Houghton, Mr. Fredk. Low, Mr. Spencer Bower, Mr. H. Bulcraig, 
Mr. H. Bulcraig, jun., Mr. Minton Senhouse, Mr. R. I. I. Willis, Me 
C. W. Inman, Mr. R. P. W. Reneau, Mr. Arthur Tyler, Mr. René 
Tahourdin, Mr. J. H. Gully, Mr. J. G. Shipman, Mr. Corrie Grant, Mr. 
Hood Barrs, Mr. L. Satoris, Mr. Ralph Hardy, Dr. Gayford, Sir George 
Lewis, Mr. Harry Lewis, Mr. George Lewis, Mr. B. Hawksley, Mr. Alfred 
Rawlinson, Mr. J. H. Hawkins, Mr. Frank Webster, Mr. Ralph Bankes, 
Mr. John Hollams, Mr. J. W. Budd (president of the Incorporated Law 
Society), Mr. Frederick Foss, Mr. Binns Smith, Mr. Charles Beale, Mr, 
C. S. Layton, Mr. F. Emery, Mr. H. Turrell, Mr. T. H. Bolton, Mr. ©. J, 
Willock, Mr. E. Daoust, Mr. F. Daldy, Mr. A. T. Toller, Mr. E. W, 
Martelli, Mr. W. de B. Herbert, Mr. H. M. Giveen. 

The report stated that the society, which was established in 1832, 
steadily increased in numbers, until it had now a membership of 1,047, 
The following benefits had been distributed during the year: Sickness 
relief, £748 5s. 6d.; old age pensions, £2,065 18s. ; life assurance, £1,065; 
benevolent fund, £368 9s. The total amount expended since 1832 was 
£120,684. 

The loyal toasts having been given from the chair, 

The Srzaker submitted the toast of the evening, ‘‘ Prosperity to the 
United Law Clerks’ Society.’? He said he was somewhat oppressed by the 
names of the distinguished lawyers who had preceded him on these occa. 
sions. At the last festival, for instance, the chair had been taken by one 
of the most eminent advocates the law had ever known, who now presided 
in the Court of Queen’s Bench as one of the most distinguished judges of 
the time. Then in the previous year Lord Davey bad presided, who on his 
side of the law had been one of the most successful advocates of the day, 
whilst he was now a most distinguished judge. Looking back at the list 
of those who had presided at previous festivals, he found only the names of 
distinguished judges or eminent advocates in practice at the bar ; and he 
felt that he was a very unworthy successor of those great men, because, 
whatever his possession of precedence might ba in another place, there in 
the quarters of the law he could not but feel that he was a very unworthy 
successor. He would not, however, yield to any of those who had pre- 
ceded him, separated and divorced as he was from his old profession, in the 
pride he felt for all that belonged to it and in his desire for the prosperity of 
everybody connected in any way with it. Hedid not think it was necessary 
to expatiate at any length upon the merits of the United Law Clerks’ Society. 
A great deal was heard nowadays about State aid, and there were some 
people who thought that some day everybody was going to be provided for 
when he was sixty-five years of age. But he was sure that, whatever steps 
might be taken in this direction, the merit of self-help would always be 
acknowledged in this country so long as it was a great country. He 
ventured tc think that the society was one which was an admirable 
example of the capacity of Englishmen for helping themselves and their 
brethren. The law clerks consisted of a considerable body of men who 
were gathered together and all pretty close to each other, and the occupa- 
tion was, to a far greater extent than many other employments, of & 
permanent nature. They knew probably more about one another than 
persons in almost any other calling. These were circumstances which lent 
themselves to an institution of this kind, snd he was not surprised that it 
had been founded so long as sixty-four years ago, and that it had grown 
and flourished. Something more, however, was needed than the oppor 
tunity of which he had spoken. In order that a society of this kind should 
be successful, there must be a succession of managers who were zealous 
and trustworthy, going on from year to year and carrying on the work of 
the society on sound principles and with zeal and integrity. He believed 
the calling was one which would never fail, as it had never failed, 
furnish men of this stamp; and a great deal of the success of the society 
was due, it seemed to him, to the officers who had presided over it. Bat 
he did not think this was the merit solely of the officers ; it was the merit 
of the society, which was always able to furnish its officers and knew how 
to choose them. He thought, however, that the members would agree 
with him that they owed sincere thanks to the officers of the society, both 
past and present, who had conducted its affairs under such sound prif- 
ciples and with so much success. He knew that Mr. Wildy, their chair- 
man, was a gentleman whom the members all respected, and who had the 
highest claim upon their esteem, and he would like to say how much he 
joined them in the esteem they all felt for his old friend and clerk, Mr. 
William Stewart. It was his (the Speaker’s) duty, as it was the duty of 
every chairman on such occasions as this, to appeal to those who were 
present for the support of the institution. It might be asked why 
the society was not absolutely self-supporting, and why it required 
to ask for assistance from friends without its own body. But he 
thought there was a good reason to be given for this. In the first 
place it was not simply a benevolent society, but one which sul- 
scribed amongst its members for the very landable purpose of pro 
viding against the possible impoverishment of such of them who by 
sickness or old age were prevented from continuing to earn their ows 
living. That was ite main object, but in addition it had undertaken the 
duty of affording charitable assistance to those law clerks who were not 
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——— 
members of the society, and had never subscribed to its funds, but whose 
cases at the same time appealed to the kindliness and humanity of those 
ghom they had met in the course of business, and who tted to see 
them reduced by no fault of their own to a condition in which they needed 
usistance. This was a very admirable trait in connection with the insti- 
tation, and he thought that it was in itself ample reason why subscriptions 
should be asked for from those who took an interest in the professon of 
the law. Another reason why it was a most wholesome and proper thing 
that subscriptions should be given by those who were not members was 
that law clerks were persons in the employ of barristers and solicitors, and 
the employers were, taking them as a whole, on the very best terms with 
those they employed. The relations of clerks with barristers and solici- 
tors were probably of a more intimate and confidential kind than those 
which existed in almost any other business or profession, and that con- 
fidence was well deserved by the clerks, and its value and importance were 
ised, and he believed that the employers would feel it a subject of 
if they were not allowed to render such assistance as was in 
their power to an association which did so much to promote the 
ity cnd well-being of their employés. There were many present 
and many who were not present who had always been ous in 
asisting the society. There were gentlemen belonging to both branches 
of the profession around him who had always willingly and generously 
acknowledged their duty in this respect from a consciousness that 
they were doing what was right to those with whom they were engaged in 
the course of business. And although that was not the motive which 
swayed them in acting thus generously, he was sure that in so doing they 
were consulting their own highest interests as well as doing their duty. 
It was of the greatest importance that such a society as this should stand 
absolutely secure from risk of failure, and it was owing in a large degree 
to the subscriptions which had been received during the last sixty years 
that it had been able to amass its very handsome capital of upwards of 
$80,000. This was a very large sum to possess as security for the con- 
tinued prosperity and success of the institution; and it was not only a 
security for its continued prosperity, but it afforded means of extending 
very greatly the usefulness of the society to those who were not subscribing 
members. These were excellent reasons why subscriptions should be asked 
for, and he hoped the society would continue to retain the active services 
of all thoee who were connected with the profession of the law. One 
thing that one liked to be assured of in supporting a society of this kind 
was that its work was well done and that the work was good work in 
itself. They all knew substantially what was the position of the society 
and the work which it did, and he ventured to think that there could be no 
question that its work was a good work and its position at the present day 
was sufficient to shew that its work was well done. But every society of 
this kind, however excellent and however long it had lasted—indeed, the 
longer it had lasted the more cogent the argument became—required from 
time to time new members and subscribers. The old members and the 
old friends from outside died off, and it was necessary that new blood 
should be brought in; and one part of his duty was to urge upon the 
younger law clerks and also upon his younger friends in either branches of 
the profession the importance of supporting the society. A society which 
was in the nature of a benefit society could, of course, only continue to be 
wefal by the continued accession of new members, and there was no 
society with which he was acquainted which better deserved new members 
than this. He had every confidence that new members would continue to 
jon a society which provided such obvious benefits for its members. As 
to its subscribers, he hoped there were some new ones present upon this 
occasion who would be encouraged to come again by what they saw and 
heard, and that they would become active supporters of it for the rest of 
their lives. Neither the members of the bar nor of the solicitor branch of 
the profession, as a rule, died millionaires. But there were members of 
the profession who occasionally bequeathed legacies to various worthy 
tutions, and he would venture to urge upon such gentlemen that 
when they were making their wills they should not forget the United Law 
Clerks’ Society. Why should not the lawyer who had a few hundreds to 
bequeath for the purposes of charity bear in mind those who had helped 
to build up his fortune? As lawyers they had to look after and support 
themselves, and they did not get much help from outside the profession. 
Mr. ©. A. Ontrrs, Q.C., M.P., gave the toast, ‘‘ The Bench, the Bar, and 
the Profession.’’ He said he would like to include in the toast that which the 
chairman had said was by no means the least important part of the 
cake, the clerks who so joyally gave so much generous assistance to 
branches of the legal profession. He thought he might say of the 
beuch of England that it stood pre-eminent as compared with all other 
peaches and all other times, not only for the strength of its _o—— logic, 
t also, which was the more important, for its judicial oetiaie’ 
gat the various movements of the day, he thought that e me 
of experience would agree that it was one of the most important national 
hecessities that the bench should be above all suspicion, and that it should 
4 reputation for dealing equally and impartially with all men. With 
regard to the bar, the first duty of the barristers was to instruct the 
h, and as a barrister, he thought he might claim on behalf of his 
on that, although barristers did their best in their clients’ 
of , it was perfectly consistent that they should maintain a spirit 
j Courage and independence, and should do their best to promote real 
udicial excellence in the tribunals of the country. He was not one who 
+ pena argue that the barrister should promote his cause per fas or per nefas. 
Was essential to the honour and integrity of the bar that they should 
tain at a high level all those feelings of courage and independence 
It Were necessary for the maintenance of a great bar in this country. 
Pi the duty of the solicitors to instruct the barristers, and their duties 
On no less important than those of the other branch of the profession, 
occasions in matters of confidence, in times of marriage, and in 








times of death, people could do little without the assistance of the 
solicitor profession, and he thought it redounded to their honour, as 
as to the honour of the bar and of the bench, that the public 
confidence in the solicitor branch that they would 
straightforwardly, doing their best in the interest of their clients, but doing 
it within due limits as regarded honour and hi 4 
ing to the last part of the toast, the law clerks, he could add little to what 
the Speaker had said already. The Speaker had referred to his own personal 
experience, and if others who were there referred also to their personal 
experience, they would find in their clerks not 
friends in whom they trusted and Sat pag eet 
Sir Harry Poxann, Q.C., responded on of the 
there could be no doubt of the great learning and 
the bench, and this was owing to the fact that, unlike the judges of 
other countries, they were not a separate body in themselves, but were 
trained at the bar. As the bar, he could carry his memory back 
to 1848 when he became a student, and he felt certain that although it was 
sometimes said by the younger men of the pro 
these days an Erskine, there had never been a time when the bar had not 


oe 


those foolish times in which poli 
occurrence were to return, he belie’ 
were men at the bar who would rise, if not to be the equal of Erskine, at 
any rate to be equal to the occasions which called them forth. It had been 
said that the Battle of Waterloo was won on the playing fields of Eton, 
and he could not help feeling that the great cases which from time to 
time came before the country had been won in the offices of the solicitors. 
He felt that the attention bestowed on the details in getting up the case 
brought it to a successful termination. It was not the advocate who won 
the case, but the facts of truth and justice —_ out by its careful 
preparation by the solicitors and the solicitors’ ‘ 
me Saetia 
e 


Mr. J. Wrerorp Bupp (president of the Incorporated 
returned thanks on behalf of the solicitor branch of the profession. 
reminded the assembly with satisfaction that the society over which he 
presided had of lute made great strides, and that it now numbered 8,000 
members, whereas twenty years ago it could only muster some 3,000. He 
— the society strove to the utmost of its power to maintain a high 
8 of ability and integrity in its branch of the Pager om It was a 
great pleasure to him to return thanks, not only for 
or the managing clerks in a great measure, and he might draw this 
distinction between the bar and the solicitor, in a pre-eminent 
degree, the latter was indebted to the law clerks. There was no body of 
men in the world who were more deeply indebted to their clerks than were 
the solicitors, and he hoped they all entertained the greatest respect and 
good feeling for those with whom they were brought into this intimate 
connection. 

Mr. Josep Watton, Q.0., proposed the health of the chairman. He 
was sure there was no one present, from the youngest clerk to the presi- 
dent of the Incorporated Law Society or Sir Harry Poland, who did not 
feel a personal pride that the great office of Speaker of the greatest of all 
Parliaments should be held, and so honourably held, by one who was a 
member, and a most popular member, of their . There were 
some present who felt even a closer, a more do’ interest and pride in 
the S , members of his own circuit. And,if he might narrow the 
interest even a little bit closer, he might say for himself that he had, as it 
were, a more personal title to be proud of the Speaker, su as he 
did to the important judicial office which the Speaker was prevail 
to relinquish when he found his services were required by the House of 
Commons. When Mr. Gully was appointed Speaker, he (Mr. Walton) 
could say that the feeling on the Northern Circuit was not that they 
expected, but that they knew what everyone now knew, that he would 
command the peers and admiration of the House of Commons by those 
same gifts which won, not only the my oy and admiration, but the 
affection, of everyone with whom he came into contact. He asked them 
to drink enthusiastically, as comrades and friends in his own profession, 


the health of the Speaker. 
The toast having been honoured wu ding and with loud cheers, 
id that when he heard that his old 


The Spzaxer, in responding, 
friend Mr. Walton would propose his health, he had felt assured that the 
worst points of his character would not be dealt with, but Mr. Walton 
had been so stimulated by his friendship that he (the —— was afraid 
he had been rather induced to strain the truth in his favour. However, 
Mr. Walton had done him no more than justice in attributing to him a 
desire to win the affection of his friends at the bar while he was practising 
in the profession, and he could sincerely say that it was one of the proudest 
reflections, now that he was no longer to practise at the bar, 
that his name was still retained in the minds of those with whom he was 
so long associated with feelings of friendship and affection. He had not 
only to thank them for the very kind reception they had given to the toast, 
but he had also to thank his friends for coming there to sup him 
They might think this was a little egotistical, when his friends 

mirable reasons for 


that he was still remembered in a world where things 
changell aul. wend on quinkiy 0a wae 
hed, noe. Dea Shtend. seep Conttaen, Senet from the Temple, where 
-five years he present every 
on and it seemed strange to him to be 
uarters and yet to seldom find 
et it was a case of distance lending enchantment to the view. 
spoke. literally, because he could still view the Temple from his win- 
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dows, atid he looked at it still with the same affection and the same 
recollection of the thirty-five years he had spent in that region, and of the 
many friends whom he had made and still retained, and it gave him the 
greatest possible pleasure to seize any opportunity of coming among those 
with whom he had associated in the profession, and whose friendship and 
esteem he hoped he should retain to the end of his life. 

Mr. Montacve Crackantuorrg, Q.C., in submitting the health of the 
trustees and arbitrators, observed that he had known the eociety long 
enough to be aware that the society made considerable profit out of its 
trustees. In the arbitrators they had four most competent memb: rs of the 
profession who were ready without fee or reward to settle any small 
difficulty whenever it might arise. 

Mr. Joun Hoiiams responded on behalf of the trustees. He said the 
office was tically a sinecure, but the trustees had considerable profit 
if in any way they forwarded the interests of this importent institution. In 
these days, when everybody was deluged with painful applications from 
charities, it really was a relief to find that they could take part in an 
institution which to a certain extent was self-supporting and which was 
based upon the all-important principle of thrift. ‘There was nothing more 
imgntebie than the want of thrift which was so prevalent in this country. 
Upon these grounds they had met together. Blood was thicker than 
water, and he felt that they were all united together by a professional 
tie and were helping one another. He congratulated the assembly on its 

i He could remember that the festivals had been presided over 
by judges and advocates of great eminence, but the present would always 
be a memorable occasion, for they had for the first time been presided over 
by the Speaker of the House of Commons. He had made great sacrifices in 
coming there to shew his sympathy with his old profession. 

Mr. Corrie Grant gave the toast of the honorary stewards. He said the 
list of stewards shewed that there was a widely felt interest among all 
sections of the profession in the society, and it was evident that those who 
had risen from the bar to the bench had not forgotten it. 

Mr. Freperick Foss returned thanks, observing that his family had a 
very old connection with the association, his father having been the 
founder and having taken the chair at the first festival. The society was 
practically self-supporting, inasmuch as its great principle was that it 
should not go outside the profession for help, but should rely upon the 
profession to support it. It was mainly supported by law clerks, and the 
small support afforded it by the bar and the profession was mainly due to 
the grateful feeling they all had towards the law clerks. 

The subscriptions and donations amounted to upwards of £500. A pro- 
gramme of vocal music was efficiently performed, under the direction of Mr. 
Dalgety Henderson. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR, 


The following gentlemen were called to the Bar on Wednesday :— 

Lrxcoty’s Isw.—Edmund Holmes Blakesley, Christ Church, Oxford ; 
Edward Bateson, B.A., King’s Coll., Cambridge; Arthur Francis Graham 
Everitt, B.A., New Coll., Oxford; Reginald Allen Daniell, B.A., Univer- 
sisy Coll., Oxford; John Leigh Smeathman Hatton, M.A., Hertford Coll., 
Oxford; Robert Bertram Keough Christian. scholar of Lincoln Coll., 
Oxford; Frederick George Parsons; Dhen Raj Shah; Egbert George 
Rand, B.A., Christ’s Coll., Cambridge ; Alfred Barrett Nutter, Brasenose 
Coll., Oxford; Frederick Maslin Beilby Carter, B.A., Clare Coll., Cam- 
bridge ; Arthue Henry Marshall, B.A., Clare Coll., Cambridge; Anant 
Ram, Christ’s Coll., Cambridge ; Frederick William Mander, B.A., Trinity 
Coll., Cambridge; William Lyle Galbraith, B.A., Merton Coll., Oxford; 
Thomas Carr Morton; Richard Angustus Vaux, B.A., Lincoln Coll., 
Oxford ; Sydney Albert Christopher; David Maughan, B.A., Balliol Coll.,° 
Oxford ; George Wightman Powers, M.A., New Coll., Oxford; Maurice 
Julian Berkeley. 

Inwer Temrte.—William Caldbeck Roper-Caldbeck, B.A., Dublin; 
Wilfrid Haythorne Edgar, M.A., Oxford; John Selden Willmore, M.A., 
Cambridge; Gerard Henry Craig-Sellar, B.A., Oxford; Oswald Richard 
Robinson, M.A., Cambridge; Francis Philip Armstrong, B.A., Oxford; 
Charles Edward Malet de Carteret; Allen Maclean ; Ernest Bruce Charles, 
B.A., Oxford; James Little, B.A., Oxford; Richard Henry Cresswell, 
B.A., Oxford ; Alfred Russell Fordham, B.A.. LL.B., Cambridge; Stair 
Carnegie Agnew, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Henry Curteis Burra, B.A., 
Oxford; Thomas Percy Prosser Powell, B.A., Oxford; Gerald Bradley 
Rooke, B.A., Oxford; Labadaya Ram Mohun Ray; Charles Thornton, 
B.A., Cambridge : Charles Nathaniel Tindale Davis, B.A., Cambridge ; 
Percival Charlies Elgee, B.A., Oxford; Ewen herson, B.A., Oxford; 
Walter Macarthur Allen, B.A., Cambridge; Charles Albert M‘Ourdy, 
B.A., Cambridge ; Charles James Higginson; Evan James Macgillivray, 
B.A., Cambridge ; Mohamed Siddigue, Cambridge ; Alfred Willan Dunn ; 
James Openshaw, B.A., Cambridge; William Thomas Patrick Coyle ; 
Noel Charles Minchin Home, LL.B., London and Cambridge; Bertram 
Pletcher Robinson, B.A.. Cambridge; Frederick Thorold Dickson ; Paulus 
Véward Pieris, B.A, Cambridge; Pramathanath Chandburi; Edward 
Charles Percy Boyd, B.A., Cambridge; Edward Henry Lovell Keays, 
B.A., Oxford; and Basil Home Thomson. 

Miz Temrrz.—Arthur James Horatio Dakeyne Cannon, M.A, 
LL.B. (second clase Historical Tripos, 1886), Peterhouse, Cambridge ; 
Walter Egerton; Herbert Gordon Bots, B.A., Cantab.; Rustom Sorab 
Dantra; Hillary Richard Preston ; Mohammed Ibrahim; Ambrose Elton, 
— wg rade mpd —_ - Daniel Woodin, M.A., Cambridge 

Tipos ; war Douglass, B.A., Oxford Universit 
oleh tak in Final Honour School of Jurisprudence, June, 1895, 





Moung Kin; Jean Baptiste Darcet Mélotte; Jean René Lucien Clair; 
Ram Asra; Pundit Bhola Nath; Gostendra Das Seal; Martin Elliott; 
Kyaw Oo; Sham Laul; Ram Saran Dass; Philip Nathaniel Browne: 
Joseph Jean Marie Gaston Delafaye; Partab Ram Chandra; William 
José de Freitas; Syed Wasiuddin Ahmed; Frank Freeth, M.A., Cam. 
bridge Classical Tripos ; Kaliamji Pragji Desai; Robert Hamer Hampson, 
B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Ernest ward Humphrys; Diwan Bishay 
Dass ; Syed Mohammed Reza; Lalla Sundar Dass; Maung Tun Win; 
Joseph Stuart Martin ; and Joseph Bridges Matthews. 

Gray’s Inn.—Charles Maturin, B.A., LL.B., Trinity College, Dublip 
(barrister of the Irish Bar), Council of Legal Education First. clag 
Studentship, Trinity, 1890, certificate of honour, Trinity, 1896, special 
prize (£50) for the best examination in Constitutional Law and Legal 
History, Trinity, 1896, Barstow Law echolar, Trinity, 1896, Gray’s-inn 
Bacon scholar, 1890, King’s-inn exhibitioner and Victoria prizeman, 1888; 
William Joseph Kenny, her Majesty’s Vice-Consul at Tokio and Assistant 
Japanese Secretary of her Majesty’s Legation at Tokio, Japan; Francis 
Bernard Sykes, Trinity Hall, Cambridge; John Henry Butterworth, 
Landseer House, King-street South, Rochdale; Bakhshe Gokal Chand, St, 
Catherine College, Cambridge, and Jammu, Kashmir State, India ; Gopal 
Singh, Punjab University, Government College, Lahore; and William 
Scott Rigby, B.A., Trinity Hall, Cambridge. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Court. 
Thursday, the 18th day of June, 1896, 

I, Hardinga Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, 

SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Currry (1890—L.—No. 958). 

Between the Law Guarantee and Trust Society, Limited (Plaintiff) and 
The Lartique Railway Construction Company, Limited, and others (Defen- 
dants). Hatsevry, C. 

Orver or Court. 
Friday, the 19th day of June, 1896. 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the schedule 
hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan 
Williams. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Norru (1896—F.—No. 741). 


In the Matter of F. C. Landon and Company. 
Arthur Gastrell Dear v. F.C. Landon & Company, Limited. 


Mr. Justice Currry (1896—O.—No. 775). 
Frederick Offord v. A. B. C. Hotel Advertising Company, Limited. 
Mr. Justice Srratmnc (1896—L.—No. 1,045). 


In the Matter of Leete, Edwards, & Norman, Limited. 
Arthur Robert Reeves v. Leete, Edwards, & Norman, Limited. 


Mr. Justice Kexewicn (1896—L.—No. 1,036). 


Joseph Leete v. Leete, Edwards, & Norman, Limited. 
Hatspvry, C. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Justice Goret1 Barnes has been elected a Bencher of the Honont- 
able Society of the Inner Temple. 





GENERAL. 


The Inner Temple ball was to take place in the Inner Temple Hall on 
Friday, when about 450 guests were expected to be present. 


The Inas of Court Rifles were inspected on Saturday afternoon, in the 
Temple Gardens, by Colonel Barrington Campbell. ‘The corps has lately 
been recruiting more strongly than formerly, with the result that there 
were 278 officers and men on parade, or about 60 more than last year. 


A meeting of the Society of Chairmen and Depaty-Chairmen of Quarter 
Sessions was held on Tuesday last, at the Guildhall, Westminster, when 
Viscount Cross was re-elected president, and Mr. Russel James Kerr was 
re-elected vice-president. The society considered the following Patlia- 
mentary Bills and other matters affecting the courts of quarter sessions: 
Justices of the Peace Bill and Prisoners’ Evidence Bill. 


A banquet was given on Wedpesday, in the Middle Temple Hall, by the 
Northern Bar Lodge to the Chancery Bar Lodge. ‘The chair was occu 
by Brother the Hon. Mr. Justice Bruce, W.M. of the Northern 
Lodge, who had on his right Brother Pemberton Leach, the W.M. of the 
Chancery Bar Lodge ; and the company included Brother Lord Methuen, 


Brother Lord Herschell, Brother the Hon. Mr. Justice Kennedy, and many 
members of the bar. 
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The Globe says that the old verdict, ‘‘ Not guilty, but don’t do it again,’’ 
received new life at the Lewes Quarter Sessions, for, after the 
evidence inan assault case, the jury returned their decision as “‘ Not 

” the foreman adding that they would like the chairman “to 


seve 


” 


ilt 
ol censure the man, so that he would know never to do the like 


The President of the Incorporated Law Society was examined before 
the House of Lords Select Committee on the Companies Bill. He put in 
astatement setting forth the objections of the Incorporated Law Society 
to the Bill, and certain suggestions by way of amending it. Dealing with 
the clauses seriatim, he pointed out that a great many successful companies 
were really private concerns, and he did not wish to see the Bill made 

plicable to them ; and he urged that if the Bill were carried out in its 
entirety and the requirement insisted on with regard to the publication of 
palance-sheets, many private trading companies would be obliged to 
disclose the secrets or details of their business to their rivals in trade. He 
estimated that about one-third of the capital of the companies for which 


he had acted had belonged to private companies. 


In his opinion it was 


very important that applicants for shares shou!d know what was the 
amount of working capital upon which directors thought themselves 


warranted in going to allotment. 


seemed to be a useful and valuable provision. 


Clause 4, dealing with that point, 
He took exception to the 


sub-section of that clause, however, which provided that if the conditions 
of allotment had not been complied with on the expiration of twenty-eight 
days after the issue of the prospectus the money received from applicants 
should be returned forthwith, because he thought the time was too 


limited in certain cases. He objected to clause 6, which 
contracts except the one for preliminary expenses shoul 


rovides that all 
be provisional 


only, on the ground that it might prevent any responsible vendor of a 
business or contractor from entering into a contract with a company. If 
any euch enactment had been in force hitherto it would have prevented 
the establishment of several most important companies existing at the 


present time. 


He laid stress on the fact that according to the Bill as 


drawn it would be impossible to issue the share and debenture capital 


contemporaneously. 


to underwriting altogether. 


With regard to clause 8, a 
and discounts, he expressed some doubt whether it woul 
He took exception to section 14, which 


to commissions 
not put an end 


requires a number of particulars to be set forth in the prospectus, giving 
itas his view that the requirements were so voluminous that it would be 


impossible to comply with them. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 





Rota or RecisTRars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 
Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. CuaitTy. Norra. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Clowes Mr. Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Ward Clowes 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH. Romer. 
Monday, June..........s000+++ 29 Mr. Rolt Mr. Lavie Mr. Pugh 
Tuesday ........... oto ..80 Farmer Carrington Beal 
Wednesday, July ... » ff Rolt Lavie Pugh 
ace 2 Farmer Carrington Beal 
SETI cccvesssevsssovce sess 3 Rolt Lavie Pugh 
Saturday mt 4 Farmer Carrington Beal 








TRINITY SITTINGS, 1896. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Apreat Court I. 
ee June 23 ) 
ednesday 24 ' Q B final apps 
Thursday 3) 


Friday ...... 


apps 
Saturday ...27...Q B final apps 
App motns ex pte 
mots — apps from 
made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if 
required 


-orgl 


Panay, 9) 
“9 y 1} New trial paper 
Thursday ... 2) ’ 


Friday... 3 Bkey apps and new trial 
aper 

Saturday ... 4. New trial paper | 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots apps from ords 

Monday...... 6) made on interlocutory mots | 
and Q B final appeals if , 

Tuseday me requi 

Wednesday | 

Thunday + Sadalenehinae 

Friday ..... 10} Bkey apps and Q B final 
a 

Saturday ...11 . QB final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 

Monday,, 13) mots — apps from ords 


me) made on interlocutory mots 
& new trial pa if required 


26 | Bkcy apps and Q B final 


ords 


Tuesday v4) 

Wed. ....15 > New trial paper 

Thursday ...16 j mn 

wee { Bkcy apps and new trial 
Friday ... Wy aper 


Saturday ...18...New trial paper 

App motns ex pte -orgl 
mots — apps from oa 
made on interlocutory mots 
and AF B final appeals if 


Tuesday...... 2l 

Wednesday 22 | Q Bfinal apps 

Thursday ...23 

Fridey .....06] ey cepe and QB Saal 


Saturday ...25.. Q B final apps 

App motns ex pte—orgl 
\ mots —apps from ords 
made on interlocutory mots 


Monday...... 20 


Monday 27 


& new trial pa if required 
Tuesday ...28 
Wednesday | New trial paper 
Thyreday ...30 
Friday ......31! —. 4 apps and new trial 
Sat., Aug. 1...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
{mots — apps from ords 
Monday ...,, 3, made on interlocutory mots 
jand Q B final apps if re- 
quired 
Tuesday ... 4) 
Wed. 5); QB final apps 
Thursday 6 j 


Friday ...... | Biny sags ond QBs 
Saturday ... 8...Q B final apps 
App motns ex plo—orgl 
mots — apps from 
Monday. ...... 10 made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 
\q 
Tuesday ...11) now tri S paper 


Wednesday 125 


Appgeat Court IL, 
App motns ex 1 
mots —apps from fame - 


Wed., June 24( on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan apps if 
required 

Saturday ...27 ) Chan final apps 

Monday......29 

Tuesday ...30 


App motns ex vos 
( a from ords le 
Wed., July 1( on interlocutory mots ( 

{ list) and Chan final apps if 


req 
Thesiey «..'9 , County Palatine apps and 


( Chan final a) 
Friday... ) we 
turday ... 4 
nine” ..., g { Chan final apps 
Tuesday ..... 7 
App motns ex ye 
aay from ords le 
Wednesday 8 (on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps 
if required 
Thursday ... 9 
Friday ......10 
Saturday ...11 ) Chan final apps 
Monday ....13 
Tuesday ...14 . . 
‘App motns ex pte—o 
mots—a) es tee 
, erie 15 on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 
required 
Thursday ...16 
Friday ...... 17) 
Saturday ...18 >) Chan final apps 
Monday ~204 
Tuesday .....21 i . 
App motns ex pte—o 
ee from ords Mees 
PS ee iscees 22( on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 
\ required 
Thursday ...23 
Sa cnntiel 24 } on 
turday ...25 an final a 
Monday ...... 27 7 
esday ...28 a , 
/App motns ex pte—o 
mots—apps from 0! m~ 
Wee. ....... .29( on interlocutory mots (sep 
(i and Chan final apps if 
required 
Thursday 


..30 
Friday ......31) 


Sat., Aug. 1) Chan final apps 

Monday .... 3 

Tuesday ... 4 
-App motns ex pt 
mots—apps from ords le 

Wed .. 5(0n ini powey Be ek 
list) and Chan penne 
oa . 

- , | County tine apps ani 

Thursday ... 6 ) Chan final apps 

eae - 7) 

Saturday ... 8 

Monday......10 \ Chan final apps 

Tuesday ...11 


-App motns ex pte—orgl 
| mots apes from ords made 
Wednesday 12 ( on interlocutory mots (sep 
} list) and Chan final apps if 
required 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Cuancery Court I. 
Mr. Justice CHITTY. 
wot, 3 June - ) 
Thursday ...25 f yor »: 
Friday 28 { Wit list 
Saturday 27/00 
Monday......29...Sitting in chambers 








Tuesday ....30 
Wed., July 1 rig 
Thursday ... 2 ) Wit list 
—— sae : 
Saturday . 
ney . 6... Sitting in chambers 
a Ys... €) 
Wed. ......... 8 Non wit list 
a ne 2) Mot , ie Net 
‘tiday 0... s and non wi 
Se. { Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday ...11 jam, mks and 
non Wii 
Monday......13...Sitting in chambers 
nesday ..... 14 
Wed. .... “Ts UNon wit list 
Thureday ...16 ) 





Friday ...... 17...Mots and.non wit list - 
Pets, sht~ caus, procedure 

Saturday ...18} sums, | petns, and 

“ non wit | bess 
Monday...... ... Sitting in cham! 
Tuesday oan ; 
* are. a2 Non wit lst 
Thursday ...23 
Friday ...... ——— oa wit list 
caus, opposed 
Saturday =| procedure sums, and 
Monda: 27 lis we dientess 
-» Bi m 

Tuesday 

ED chevovsed 29 > Non wit list 

Thursday 

Friday ......31 | ae og gine 
Pets, sht caus, procedure 

Sat., Aug. 1 sums, and 
non wit 

Monday...... 3... Sitting in 

Tuesday ...Mots and non wit list 

b na EPS 5) 

ursda’ ' . 

Friday ie | Renee aot, remain- 

Saturday 8 >On pets, adj sums, pro- 

Monday... ..10 ; Cedure sams, and non wit 

Tuesday ...11 | list 

Wed. .........12) 


Cuancery Cover II. 
Me. Justice NORTH. 


Wed., June otal — femme 3 . 
{ Mots for itty, J, an 

Thursday 25) adj Bas 
Friday ......26...Mots and adj sums 

Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Saturday ...27 {ai sums, including unop- 

pets for Chitty, J 

Monday......29...5itting in chambers 


Tuesday......30 = 
beat tig saa for Chitty, J, and 
‘ 3 for , J, an 
Thursday ... 2 ) adj sums 
Friday ...... 3...Mots and adj sums 
( Sht caus, pets, furcons, and 
Saturday ... 4} adj sums, including unop- 
posed pets for Chitty, J 
Monday...... 6...Sitting in 
Tuesday ..... 7 
Wednesday 8 } General paper 
Thursday ... 9 


Friday ...10...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...11! Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Monday......13...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...14 ) 

Wednesday 15 ; General paper 

Thursday “16 ) 


Friday 


anda 17...Mots and adj sums 
1g } Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 

~~) tad) sums 

.-..20...Sitting in chambers 


31) 
= General paper 
24... Mots and adj sums 


( Sht caus, fur cons, & 
Saturday Sam 





Tuesday ...28 
Wed. ......... 29 > General paper 


Thursday ...30 ; 
Friday ...... 31...Mots and adj sums 
Sat., Aug. ee 


sums 
Monday...... 3...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 4+ General paper 


Theres “a 8. Mots and 

w ae gen 

Saturday ¢ | Short causes, pets, and 
“ {sums 

Monday......10...Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ...11; 

Wednesday 12} 


Lorp Cuaycettor's Covar. 
Mr. Justice STIRLING. 


Wed., June 24 
Th “3 | we atin: 

y 27 
Monday. .....29...Sitting in chambers 
Wed., July 1) 
Thursday ... 2 ) Witness actions 
ay 
Mae... 6 Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... r) 
Wed. ......... 8} General paper 
Thursday ... 9) 
Friday ......10.,.Mots, adj sums, and gen ap 
Saturday ...11 | SBE caus, pets, adj cums, 


pa 
Monday... SiN it chambers 
4 


wees “18 } Genera paper 
Thursday ...16 


Friday .... See 
Saturday ~18\ ieee oun, 
Monday...... cheereagel 

Wed. .........22 $ General paper 

Thursday ...23) 
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Friday ...... ..Mots, adj sums, -~ gen pa { Monday...... 3...Sitting in chambers 
Saturda: 7 a caus, pets, adj sums, | Tues.. - 4 
’~ | gen pa | Wed General paper 


y 4 
Friday ...... 7 ...Motions 





g | Remaining mtns and gen 


Saturday .. 


+30 
$1...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa | Monday......10...Sitting in chambers 
Sat., Aug. 1{ on — adj sums, } ae j Remaining business 








‘WakrninG TO INTENDING House Purcuasens AND Lxesszes.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr. ] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette,—Fripay, June 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwutep 1n CHANCERY. 
Brackxpoou Assemriy anp Concert Rooms Co, Limireo—Creditors are requested, on or 


before July 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 


claims, to Thos. Blane, liquidator 
Kuanasknons Expitorinc anp Prospective Synpicatr, Luurep—Petn for winding 
resented June 17, directed to be heard on June 29. Pyke & Voules, 85, Grace- 
pote st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 28 

Louis Rorn & Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented June 13, directed to be 
heard on June 29. Crump & Son, 10, Philpot lane, solors for petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above named not later than 2 o'clock in the afternoon of June 27 

Nepruye Marine a Co, Limrvep (1s Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims. to Thomas Blenkinson, Commercial ter, West Hartlepool. Turnbull & Tilly, 
West Hartlepool, solors for liquidator 

Tamar anv CoaLvitte Terra Cotta anp Tite Works, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, 

presented June 13, directed to be heard on June 29. Purchase, Queen Victoria st, 
art for o——, Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of June 24 

Wootrey & Co, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of of their debts or claims, to Mr Robert James 
a 2. Clement’s inn, Strand. Leighton & Savory, Clement’s inn, Strand, solors to 

iquidator 
Unutmitep in CHANCERY. 

Kiturrretu Mininc Co—Creditors are required, on or before July 13, to send in their 
names and addresses, and outheden & of their debts or claims, to Thomas Francis 
Trounson, Killifreth freth Mine, Scorrier, Cornwall. Daniell & Thomas, Camborne, solors 
for liquidator 

London Gazetie.—Turspay, June 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep in CHANCERY. 
Barry & Co, pa ay are required, on or before Aug 10, to send their names 
and addresses, and iculars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Shubrook, 9, Grace- 
church st. Crump & Son, 18, Philpot lane, solors for liquidator 

Banta Rosatia DEL CARMEN (Mrx1oo) Copper Co, Limrrgp—Creditors are required, on or 
before Tuesday, Aug 4, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
debts or claims, to ‘Messrs Henry Honig and Alfred Sydney Gedge, 19, Mark lane, 
Lewin, jun, 104, Wool Exchange, solor for liquidators 

UNIVERSAL Eneorric CarniaGe Synpicate, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 1, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Orton Attree, 41, Coleman st. King, Cannon st, solor for liquidator 

West Rivine Arutetic Civs (Leeps), Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before 

= b oo to send their names and addresves, and the ae of their debts or claims, 

— Colet Pulleyne, Albion walk chmbrs, ursday, July 30, at 12, at 

the ces of the istrar Companies Winding up, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts anda claims 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Biamincuam Mutvat Loan Sociery, 12, Cannon st, Birmingham. June 17 

Faez Garpeners Society, Short Cross Primitive Methodist School, Hales Owen, 
Worcester. June 17 

LancasuHire ayp Carsuire Rovau opens Meng Orver or Burrators Frienpiy Sick 
anp Buriat Society, Leicester Hall, 126, Dale st, Liverpool. June 17 

‘Wivow axp Onruans Soctery of Members of the Loyal Earl of Thanet Lodge, Independent 
Order of Oddfellows, Brick Hall Inn, Sheep st, Skipton, York. June 17 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Tusspay, June 9. 
mm Cuartes Evoens, Sydenham, Kent, Merchant July 25 Russ, King 
iam 


Amos, Tustin: Genveesda, Kent, Dairyman July 31 Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 
Beuzens, Avo.ru, Richmond, Surrey July 24 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

Boyes, Witt1am, Stony Stratford, Bucks July 31 Osborn Boyes, Barnet 

Baice, Henry, Axminster, Hotel Keeper July 10 Forward, Axminster 

Baistey, Saran Karasnine Mary, Hove, Sussex July 7 Gurney Champion, Brighton 
Buck.ey, Joszru, New Hey, Lancs, Beerseller June 20 Taylor, Oldham 

Burier, Haneierre, Tamworth, Staffs, Ironmonger July 11 Nevill & Co, Tamworth 
Buiunt, Artur Cecit, Haymarket, Comedian July1 Blunt & Co, Gresham st 
Cuanpiess, Witt1am, Portman st July 20 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bldgs 
pene Gzorcr Bryson, Shrewsbury, Salop, Estate Agent July4 Tyrer & Co, Liver- 


Youmen’ James, Burslem, Stafford July 16 Tomkinson & Co, Burslem 
Cossoip, Rowianp Townsuenp, Dedham, Essex July 22 Westhorp & Co, Ipswich 
Consert, Wi114m, Choriton cum Hardy, Manchester, Merchant J uly 5 Challinor & Co, 


Conte, Caruenrine, Birkdale, Lancs July 4 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 





' Fremine, Exvizasetu, Shipley, York July 31 Morgan & Morgan, Shipley 


Contey, HAntrer Watton, Liverpool July 4 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 

Crisp, FrtpericK, Ipswich, Painter July 22 Westhorp & Co, Ipswich 

Davison, Wiit1dm Bett, Commercial rd East July8 Morse & Co, Walbrook 
Dupxey, Wit11Am, Portslade, Sussex July 15 Verrall & Borlase, Brighton 

Forp, Tuomas, Hornsey Augi Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 

Hepworrs, Berry, Batley, York July1l1 Brearley, Batley 

Latuam, Many Ann Lever, Hampstead July 18 Marsden & Wilson, Old Cavendish ¢ 
Mears, Ausert, Shoreditch, Timber Merchant July5 Sargeant, Bishopsgate st, Withiy 
Meyer, Joun Freperick, Manchester, Beer Retailer July 2t Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Peters, Joun, Preston, Lancs, Grocer July1 Craven, Preston 


vena. Waseem, Bookham, Surrey, Carrier July13 Kingdon & Co, Lawrence lane, 

eanside 

QuiILTEr. sewers Gaenes, Felixstowe, Suffolk, Hotel Proprietor July 22 Westhorp & 
pswic 

Rossrxs, EvisHa, Chilecompton, Somerset, Baker July6 Beckinzham & Co, Bristol 


Rosrroy, Bertua, South Shore, Blackpool July 10 Anderton, Blackpool 

Suapcort, Evizasetu Carouing, Plymouth July 31 Gidley & Son, Plymouth 

SserincHam, Josuva, North Walsham, Norfolk, Commission Ageat June 25 Wilkinson, 
North Walsh: 


am 
Sou.tsy, Harniet, Birkdale, Lancs July 4 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Spencer, Wii114m, Lancaster, Wheelwright July 4 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Sricxett, Davip, Cadoxton juxta Barry, Glamorgans, Carpenter July 13 Hughey 








Srencer, Cugistran Gustav Tyzopor Hermans, West Dulwich July 5 Reynolés 
West Smithfield 

TINDALL, Besten, Newmarket, Suffolk, Stationer July 6 D’Albani & Ellis, Ney. 
market 

Treperr, Samuet Epuunp, Southampton July 5 Murray & Co, Birchinin 

Tuckes, Bensamix, Brighton July23. Evershed & Shapland, Brighton 


Toone. Eewanm, Jnr, Brighton, Licensed Victualler July 23 Evershed & Shaplani, 
righton 
Tyier, Witu1AM, House Steward, Hatfield House, Herts July 20 Herbert, Cork st 


Vratis, Heten Mania, Bampton, Devon July 22 Ruscombe & Co, Bridgwater 
Witxrnson, Freperic Wixi, Liverpool Augi2 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 
Wisow, Henry Joun, Edgbaston July 10 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 
Woopncock, Mantua Any, Cleckheaton, York July,9 Clough, Cleckheaton 

London Gazette—Faripvay, June 12. 
Amos, Tuomas, Gravesend, Dairyman July 31 Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 
Barker, Rosert, Derby July 21 Sale & Son, Derby 
Birxet, Wit.1am Hiaern, Lancaster July 25 Bolton & Bolton, Kendal 
Bort, Joun Hagngiorr, Marden, Wilts July 31 Radcliffe & Co, Craven st 
Bucuanan, Hersert, Kensington July 30 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
Burpexiy, Tuomas Pierson, Glossop, Derby July 31 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 
Buss, Ricnarp, Poplar July 26 Bradshaw, Poplar 
Carpenter, Louisa Mary, Hastings July 30 Chalinder, Hastings 
Curzon, Emity Frances Annet, Leicester July7 Taylor & Co, Derby 
Davipsoy, ExizasetH Saran, Morpeth, Northumbrid July7 Alderson, Morpeth 
Daviss, Eveanor, Aberystwyth July20 Talbot & Watkins, Newtown 
Daviss, Joszrn, Latchford, Chester July18 Percy &Co, Warrington 
Earve, Epira Moreay, Kensington July 18 Valpy & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Earoy, Auice, Manchester July 18 Nelson, Manchester 
Fermor, Jouy, Hartfield, Sussex, Veterinary Surgeon July 11 Sprott & Sons, Mayfidd 
Hayuvrst, Joun, Manchester July15 Vaudrey, Manchester 
Hoan, Frepenick, Whitechapel July 15 Maples & Co, Old Jewry 
Huaues, Hasgrer Diana, Oxford, Bookbinder July11 Galpin, Oxford 
JesseL, Micnaut Aanon, Bristol June 30 Maurly, Bristol 
Jounson, Joun Toew.is, Alderwasley, Derby July 29 Sale & Co, Manchester 
Moraean, Caanies Leveson Gower, Hastings July 8 Harris, Tonbridge 
Mycocx, Wa.Trr Henry, Rotherham, Accountant July 27 Marsh & Son, Rotherham 
Potey, Mary, Swansea June 30 James, Swansea 
Ream, Georce Fox, Richmond July11 Wood, Richmond 
Ruopes, Faepenick Jackson, Alford, Lincoln, Solicitor July 15 Collyer & Co, Bediont 


a. iy Sopu1a, Bayswater July 14 Steavenson &Co, Gracechurch st 
Smuepiey, Jouy, Derby July 10 Potter, Matlock Bridge 

Surra, Witu1aM Feepenick, Clerkenwell July 15 Goddard, Old Serjeants inn 
Tyree., Exvizasets, Phillimore grdns July 30 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq 


| Warsoy, Joun Bryponz, Manchester July 13 Radford & Co, Manchester 


Woopcock, Janez, Boston, Lincoln July9 Waite & Co, Boston 
Woot.ey, Epwagp, Newtown, Montgomery, Grocer July 7 Williams & Co, Newtows 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, June 16. 
Asseto, Giutio Cezarz, Bolton July1 Bond & Son, Manchester 
AsHBuRyeEs, Ann, Cartmel, Lancaster July 13 Mather, Liverpool 
Baxter, Haxziort, Pietermaritzburg, Natal July 13 Blyth & Co, Old Broad st 
Brrcu, Exizasetra Ayn, Kingston upon Hull July 30 Locking & Holdich, Hull 
Brake, Jauxs, Manchester July1 Bond & Son, Manchester 
CHAMBERLAIN, Humpurey, Upper Norwood,Surrey July 13 Norton & Co, Old Broad 
CuaguEs, EvizasetrH, Hampstead July18 Thomsons & Co, Cornhill 
Coprzn, Joun Freperic, Putney July 16 Satchell & Chapple, Queen st 
Datton, Mary Ann, Hounslow July 27 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet sf 
Doxcan, Joun James, Kingston upon Hull June 30 Priestman, Hull 
Epmunps, Wiiu14m, Cardiff July 13 Lewis, Cardiff 
Bowape Sas, Upper Bangor, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualier July13 Hughes 


Ex.isox, Tuomas, Rotherham, York, Judge July 31 Wake & Sons, Sheffield} 
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Guors, Jane CASELY, Cornwall July 23 Gill, Devonport 
GowvsuiTH, Mary Emma, Casswell Bay, Glam Sept30 Geo & W Webb, New Broad st 
xway, Joux Sanpsacn, Kelsall, nr Chester July 28 Whitfield & Harrison, 


Surrey st, Strand 
Hanrtey, AMELIA, Kilburn July 11 Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford row 


Hannis, ALFRED, jun, Fletching, Sussex July 1 Lewis & Holman, Lewes 
Hovan, aoe Hewny, Macclesfield, Chester, Silk Throwater July 15 Maples & Co, 


Old J 
Howianp, anee Joux, Kilburn July 10 White & Leonard, Ludgate circus 


Jacksox, Fayxy, Wellington, Salop Augi Carrane, Wellington 
Joxzs, Daviv, Aberdare, Glam, Butcher July 8 Evans, Aberdare 
Kexpat, Witt1Am, Dudley, Worcester, Chain Manufacturer July 1 Cooksey, Old Hill 
Lawsox, Francis, Great James st, Bedford row July 11 Edwin Smith & Ellis, Gt 


James st 
Luty, Sanau Any, Edgbaston, Birmingham Sept 1 Rogers, Birmingham 


Maswixc, Georcx, Plumstead, Kent July 21 Watts & Habershon, Queen Victoria st 
Muncany, Perer Joun, Gt Russell st July15 Monro, Slack & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Mus, Grosvenor Cuaren, Timaru, Canterbury, New Zealand July17 Vernon Miles, 


Theobald’s row 

Norroy, Saran, Huddersfield July 1 yumsden & Co, Huddersfield 

O:xes, Jon, Birmingham July 15 ‘Lyndall & Co, Birmingham 

Parkinson, Saran, Blac burn June 30 L & W Wilkinson, Blackburn 

Peat, Axve, Derby Augi Robotham & Co, Derby 

Rozerts, Joan, Tiverton, Devon July 31 Partridge & Cockram, Tiverton 

Rosents, Jaues Ausrn, Stroud July 31 Little & Mills, Stroud 

Rosentson, Marcarer Curusert, Victoria st, Westminster July 15 Armitage, King 


st, Cheapside 
RosenserG, Louis, Birmingham, Clothier June 30 Shirley Smith, Birmingham 


Scorr, Eaity, Barnsdale rd, Paddington July 1 Barber & Son, St Swithin’s lane 


Sevraxc, Sipngy Wixuiam, Stepney, Master Mariner July 15 Leslie & Hardy, Bed- 
ford row 
Sizer, Many, Ipswich July 25 Jackaman & Co, Ipswich 


Weis, Tuomas, Kensington July 16 Satchell & Chapple, Queen st 

Wivvows, Josern, Chester Aug4 Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 

Waieut, Isaac Hopasox, Waterloo, nr Liverpool July 8 Wright, Manchester 
London Gazetie.—Frivay, June 19. 

Aypaew, Jouy, Lincoln, Farmer June 30 Calthrop & Bonner, Spalding 

Borys, James, Durham July 31 Criddle & Criddle, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Butter, Cuars, Blackheath July2t Bridgman & Willcocks, College hill 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, June 19. 


April 30 Ord June 17 


Caxwinctox, Joux, Waterloo, Liverpool July 23 Oliver & Co, Liverpool 
Cocxsuorr, Francis Pickersci.t, Islington July 18 Holmes & Son, Bedford row 
Coutruarp, James Battin, Hythe, Southampton July 25 Tatham & Procter, Lincoln’s 


Céoven, Tuomas Hewny Sister, Hastings July 28 Meadows & Co, Hastings 

CuLverweE.t, Gzorce, Somerset, Yeoman Aug Brice, Bridgwater 

Dixoy, Banny, Gt Grimsby July 21 Barker, Gt Grimsby 

Gace, Franxiin Howarp » Seseumems, Fellows rd, Swiss Cottage July 13 Hicks & Co, 
Old Jewry chambe: 

Hieser, Freperick, Talington Aug 15 H Shelton, Barnet 

Hizey, Evizazers, Spalding, Lincoln June 30 Calthrop & Bonner, Spalding 

Hitt, Cuartes Witi1am, Beddgelert, Carnarvon Aug12 Breese & Co, Portmadoc 

Hosier, James, Warwick July 30 Pointon, Birmingham 

Irving, Water, Bath, Doctor July 20 Williams, Bath 

Jouxson, Ayx, Nottingham June 24 Hind, Nottingham 

Joxes, Witt1aM GiBERt, Abertillery, Mon July1 Le Brasseur & Bowen, Newport 

Jones, Ricuarp, Aberystwith July1 Roberts & Evans, Aberystwith 

Kent, Witt1am, Longsight, Manchester July20 Hawken, Manchester 

LuMsDEN, James WitL1aM MonTGomeERigE, Aldsworth, Emsworth, Sussex Ju'y 20 Hores 

Pattison, Lincoln’s inn fields 

MacLauris, Perer, Otago, New Zealand, Aggnt Sept 30 Finch, Dunedin, New Zea- 

am, 5 Liverpool July 27 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 

Noet, Daniet, Godwin rd, Forest Gate Aug8 Baylis & Pearce, Old Jewry 

Prirstiry, Ricuarp, Kentish Town Augi Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 

Porz, Aurrep, Cardiff July 15 David & Evans, Cardiff 

SALAMAN, ome, Wentworth House, Mill Hill Aug8S Emanuel Round & Nathan, Wal- 
di 


Ghote, Txomas, Leigh, Lancaster, Innkeeper July10 Gilroy & Speakman, Leigh 
Trarr, Toomas Summons, Bedford July17 Whyley & Piper, Bedford 

Tucker, CatHanrine, Southborough, Kent July 18 Sladen, Queen st pl 

Turner, Joun, Cliftonville, Fleet, Hants July25 Wedlake, Finsbury Park 

Vavuouax, Henny, Liverpool, Tailor Aug17 McKenna, Liverpool 

Watuis, Georce Amprose, Eastbourne June5 Coles & Sons, Eastbourne 

Wess, Rutu, Chesham, Bucks July 31 Francis & How, Chesham 





| Moysry, Joun Henry, Bow rd, 


Wicax, James Joun Grerron, Liverpool July18 Stone & Co, Liverpool 
Wik1xson, Rose, St Mark’s sq, Regent’s pk July 22 Homewood, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Wirty, Joux, Wortley, Leeds July 20 Scott, Leeds 


Engin High Court Pet Cam) span Eow1x Henry, Pokesdown, Hants June 
rela 3.45 Off 4, East st, Southampton 


Norman, Avcustus Beray, Islington, Cheesemonger High | ms Wittiam, imbledon, Surrey, cae 


gy Court Pet June15 Ord June 15 June 26 at 2.30 ip 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Osorne, Freperick WILtiaM, es, Dorset, | Expourye, we 5 ayy ent, Grocer 
Builder Salisbury Pet June15 Ord June 1 July 10 at e st, Canter b 


Appisoxs, Gzorce Barxapas, Holborn cireus. Mortgage 

Broker High Court Pet Feb6 Ord May 5 
Aspzrson, Jonx, Whitley, Northumberland, Provision 
nt Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 27 Ord June 17 


Arrant. Henry James, Ryde, I W, Grocer Newport Ord June 15 


Rixey, Joun Epwarp, Moss Side, eee, Grey Cloth | Ev. ame Soon, Sock Beth, 


Agent Manchester PetJune2 Ord Jun 40, St Mary’s gate, Derb 
Row ey, Wit.1am, Bridlington Scarborough “pet June 15 | | Evans, ay THomas, Ferndale, com, Grocer June 


jury 
bad June 26 at 12.30 Of 


29at 12 65, High 


Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Bazeerr, WILLIAM, Keighley, Yorks, Solicitor Bradford 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Baztos, Geoncr, Manchester, Surgeon Manchester Pet 
June16 Ord June 16 

Bosa, Garrano, Reading, Berks, Boatman Reading Pet 
June15 Pet June 15 

Boxserr, Rosert, Great Grimsby, Fruit Dealer Great 

by Pet June 15 Ord June 16 
Beastoy, Josepn, Great Grimsby Great Grimsby Pet 


June 4 Ord June 16 | 


Beowsixc, Josern, Cambridgeshire, Farmer Cambridge 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 
Coutiss, Ernest H., Shaftesbury avenue High Court be 
Pet April 20 Ord June 16 
Coorzr, Tuomas, jun, Bilston, Staffs, Iron Merchant 
Wolverhampton PetJune15 Ord June 15 
PLAND. JoHN Lacy, Hessle, Yorks, Florist Kingston 
upon Hull Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
Davis, Witt1am ABioyn, and James Hryry Cook, Bristol, 
Decorators Bristol Pet June15 Ord June 15 
Davey, W. Ervest, Cleeve Hill, Cheltenham, Jockey 
Cheltenham Pet June 10 Ord June 16 
Erays, Joux, Matlock Bath, Derbyshire Derby Pet 
June15 Junel5 
Evaxs, Joun Tuomas Danier, Rhyl, Flints, Auctioneer 
or Pet April 23 Ord June 16 
Fowzit, Joux, Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds Pet 
Junel6 Ord June 16 
Gazoiser, Epwarp, Wickham St Paul, Essex, Farmer 
ester Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Guzor, Joun Fa ae Sth Shields, Accountant Newcastle 
—* ype ~~ A = wy, te . i " 
ORMAN, J AMES verpool, Cotton Dealer Liverpoo et 
May 29 Ord June 15 
Gerexwoon, H, Bradford, Yorks, , Cigar Merchant Brad- 
ford Pet June 4 Ord June 1 
tt, Grorce, Skipton, Yorke, ae ‘Weaver 
ford Pet June15 Ord June 1 
Husr, Joszpu, Leeds, Ironmonger Leeds Pet June 15 | 
Ord June 15 
Hovesox, Joun Henry, Westmrld, Bootmaker Kendal 
& Pet June15 Ord June 15 
owe, Duptey Wiixiam, Craven:Arms, —" Tronmon- 
He ger Leominster Pet June16 Ord June 16 
"Tez, Witt1aAM, Moresby, Cumbrid, Farmer White- 
haven PetJune4 Ord June 17 


» Apa Fioxence, Failsworth, Lancs Oldham Ord | Buvus, Quextix Piva nl Rang se 
J 26 


June 13 


Lewis, Mancarer Any, , ea Schoolmistress Nantwich | Bouton, bey [oe En "the Brides d, Meat eee, —,_- uous Laxaronb, 8 


Pe June 16 Ord Jun 





‘cole Pet June6 Ord June 17 


Batxwitt, James Horne, Cornwood, Devon, Provision 


Barron, Georer, Manchester, 


Saxiss, Josepn Wiittam, Kew Green, Surrey, Builder | Evans, Ropert Epwin, 
Boot Ge chee Teeaeiet Nine Bolton Pet | Bwors, coeur, mt Ts, i uly 1 at 4 
coTt, GeorGr, Bolton, Theat: olton Pe .-. Ra oan, r yia 
June13 Ord June 13 | Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Saitu, Ggorer, Stoke upon Trent, Cab pe Stoke Pin WwW Waren Sr Georce, Kidderminster, Surgeon 
upon Trent’ Pet June 17 Ord June 1 June 26 at 2 J Nicholls, Auctioneer, Kidderminster 
Souruwoop, Wriu.iam, Dawlish, va ‘Wine Merchant | Gitmour, ALEXANDER, Leeds, Business Agent June 26 
Exeter Pet June1 Ord June 1 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

STANSFIELD, WALTER CHARLES a Fosthetetten, | Haut, Francis, Walworth, Undertaker June 26 at 2.30 
Fruiterer Northallerton Pet June16 Ord June 16 Bankrw bldgs, st 

Turriry, Watiace Linpsay, Bembridge, I of W, Grocer pe fe Mi wy. Yorks, Commission 
Newport Pet May 29 Ord Junelé6 — ed lat3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 


Vivcent, bie ms Guildford, Tredianligne Guildford Pet 
mite Guaties hat ey Golden In June 26 at 12 


June3 Ord June 16 oe 
Pp’ 
Hotioway, Wim, Bristoly Baker June 27 at 11 10, 





Von Werver, Cuarntorre Saran, Kentish Town High 
Court Pet June 17 Ord June 17 














Wuirr, Tomas Atrrep, Jou~ Erxest Wuire, and Athenzeum ter, Plymou' 
Waxrer Wurre, Karls Barton, Northamptons, Boot | Kirx, Samve, WILtaM, New Swindon, Wilts, Mineral 
Manufacturers Northampton Pet June 1 Ord Water Manufacturer June 29 at 12.30 Off Reo, 46, 
June 15 Cricklade st, Swindon 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the lon E> te es, SOR e, Siipae Sans Ts ah 38 
Lon Gazette of June 2 
Rosser, Witttam, Port Talbot, Glan Bangor Pet May Lon, "Wiutsak Onan Nuneston Ja June 26 at 12 Off Reo, 
29 Ord May 29 
Moreax, Francis James, A Juncti Glam, Fur- 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. nishing Ironmonger June 29 at 3 65, h st, Mer- 
Woop, E. Monraau, Duke st, St James’s, no occupation yr 
High Court Rec Ord Feb 20, 1896 Resc June 11 Normay, sowaeere bere! Cheesemonger June 
29 at 1 des. Ay 
FIRST MEETINGS. Pinus heal hon verpoo i, Bmiguation Agent, 
Auuyatr, Ricwarp Wain, New Swindon, Wilts June Julyiat12 Off Rec. 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo 
29 at 12 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon — Groree Epcar Lage, Chipstead, Sater, tins 29 


Austix, Georas, Jnr, Dalston June 26 at 11 Bankruptcy 


st 
bldgs, Carey st Ritry, ae Epwarp, tose Bide, ester, Grey Cloth 


June 26 at 3.15 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


Merchant June 27 at 10.30 10, Ath ter ester 
Plymouth soniealiy spencer ansniry Rostant, Anpre Awysene, Barking, Essex, 8 
Baaues, Wastes Gonarssave, Landocrt, Feraiape Desler ties ¥.. 26at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple =. 
30 at 3 Cambri tion, High st, ‘em: 
Portsmouth : mipcdahaaanndeg- tin Romsey, — Henry, by re J Baker July 10 at 
Baron, Jonn Witt1am Fraep, Goole, Yorks, Painter June 9.30 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
27 at 10.30 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield Scorr, Grorex, Bolton, Theatrical Manager June 27 at 10 


, Surgeon J 26 at 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manch ester “gs on Oe SuIMeLD, Stoney Georges, Penarth, Glam, Stationer June 





Bexuam, Exten Mary, Landport, Frame Manufacturer 29at11 Off Rec, 29, 
June 30 at 3.30 Off Rec, Conbridge Junction, High st, | Sic.ey, Apranam, Leek, S or June 2at 11 Off 
Portsmouth Ree, 23. Edward id 


June 29 at 3.15 Off 
_nr Reading, 


, Stock Broker | Smmvons, Water Guzs, Wi 
une 3 Manchester 


3 Queen’s 
‘une 29 at 11 The Castle, Exeter 


June 30 at 3.30 Off Ree, F: ln, Sheffield 1 
ae, James Heyry. Bournemouth, Civil Engineeer NE ay SamvugL, Derby J yy at 12 Off Rec, 40, | Sovrawoon, Wintian, Dawlish, ag rng ine Mer- 


St Mary’s gate, Derby 
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Sritt, Roser, Sheffield June 30 at 2 Off Rec, Figtree | 
lane, Sheffield 

Brovvart, Witt1am, Sheffield, Saw Hardener June 30 at 
3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Srroneman, Wiittam James, Plymouth, Tobacconist June 
27 at 11.30 10, Athenzeum trree, Plymouth 

Suruertand, Ropert James Burpiss, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Innkeeper July 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, Newcastle on 


Tyne 
Taytor, Tom me Fitzroy sq, Dairyman June 26 at 11 


“y te dgs, Carey st 

Townsenp, bows miter hey Warwick,Groom June 26 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Waker, Samvet, Leeds, Surveyor June 26 at ll Off 


Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Weston, James, Bradley Green, Staffs, Commission Agent 

— 26ati2 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Maccles- 
e 

Whitt, Tsomas Atrrep, Jonny Ernest Waire, and 
Watrer Waite, Northampton, Boot Manufacturers 
June 27 at 12.30 County Court bid . Northampton 

Witsoyx, Bensamin, Batley, York, Woo! len Manufacturer 
June 26 at 3 k’ chmbre, Batley 

Woopwarp, Grorcre, Gosport, Grocer Julylat 3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Wrace, Annie Jaxe, Sheffield, Dressmaker June 30 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Yuuse, Arrnur I, Freshwater Bay,I W June 26 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Arrritt, Heyry James, Ryde, I of W, Grocer 
and Ryde Pet June12 Ord June 13 

Bat, Harry Dovcury, Handsworth, Draper Birmingham 
Pet June 9 Ord June 17 


Newport 


Barrett, WIit11An, te Solicitor Bradford Pet 
Junel5 Ord June 1 
Batcnue.or, CHARLES, Maidstone, Valuer Maidstone Pet 


Mayi14 Ord Junel 

Beinn Grorce, Manchester, Surgeon Manchester Pet 
June 16 Ord June 16 

Bona, Gartano, Reading, Boatman Reading Pet June 
15 Ord June 15 

Bonnett, Roser, Gt ame Fruit Dealer Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 15 Ord June 1 

Bonsai, Ricnarp Tuomas, a Jous Hewry Bonsatt, 
Pp , Surrey, Timber Merchants High Court Pet 
May 30 Ord June 17 

Browy, Lewis, Downend, Glos, Builder Bristol Pet May 
29 Ord June 17 

Brows, Witt1am Henny, Bournemouth, Provision Dealer 
Poole Pet May19 Ord June 15 

Burrows, James Henry, and Avcusta Mary Burrows, 
—_— Surrey, Millers Croydon Pet April 24 Ord 

une 1 

CovupLanp, Joun Lacy, Hessle, Yorks, rr Kingston 
upon Hull Pet June 12 Ord June 1 

Dearvex, A.Bert, Blackpool, Advertising Contractor 
Preston Pet June3 Ord Jun 

—_ en Matlock Bath, Derby. Derby Pet June 15 


Fowett, Joux, Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds Pet June 
16 Ord June 16 

Ganrpiner, Epwarp, Wickham St en Essex, Farmer 
Colchester Pet June15 Ord June 1 

Gitroy, Jonn Gronce, South Shields, Accountant New- 

eonTyne Pet June16 Ord June 1 

Hit, Grorce, Skipton, Commission Weaver “Bradford Pet 
June15 Ord June 15 

Hist, ee Leeds, Ironmonger Leeds Pet June 15 
Ord June 15 

Hopesox, Jonx. Henny, Beetham, Westmrid, Bootmaker 
Kendal Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Jzrrzizs, G E, South Tottenham, Builder Edmonton Pet 
May6 Ord June 16 

Lewis, Marcaret Any, Crewe, Schoolmistress Nantwich 
Pet June16é Ord June 16 

Lissett, Cuarxes, and Frayx Gate, oT} Coal Mer- 
chants Oldham Pet June3 e 8 
Masu, James, Kew Gardens, Builder Wandsworth Pet 
May 4 Ord June 17 


pe oy By Bean. cow. Jeweller Burnley Pet June 
10 Ord Jun 


Normay, 1 tmnt Berry, Islington, Cheesemonger High 
Court PetJune15 Ord June 15 
Oxorne, Freperick Witi1am, Shaftesbury, Dorsetshire, 
Salisbury Pet June15 Ord June 15 
Rezp, Sreruen, Aberdare, Glam, a Draper Aber- 
dare Pet June 1 Ord June 
non, = ome, Dalston High Court Pet March 10 Ord 


Saxviss, ii Wituam, Kew Green, ae, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet June15 Ord June 1 

Surrn, Gzorcez, Stoke upon Trent, Cab Dreier Stoke 
upon Trent Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Sransrizetp, Waiter CHARLES eonehman, Northallerton, 
— Northallerton Pet June 16 Ord 
‘une 

Sraytox, Wiis, pry Surrey, Builder Guildford 
Pet June10 Ord June 1 _ 

Vow Werver, Cuar.orre Oe Kentish Town High 
Court Pet June17 Ord June 17 


Amended notice substituted ~~. that published i in the 
London Gazette of June 2 
Rosser, Wittiam, Port Talbot, Glam Bangor Pet May 
29 Ord May 29 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Faaor, Freperic Wit14m, 8t Stephen’s chmbrs, Moorgate 
st, Stockbroker High Court Adjud May 29, 1889 
Annul June 12, 1896 

London Gazette.—Turspar, June 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Barrer, Groror, Kil . Herefords, Farmer Hereford 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Sen & Joux, He og Herefords, Farmer Hereford Pet 


Baxrre.y | Rome Kilpeck, _ etal, Grocer Hereford 
Pet June 17 Ord June i 


| Barrow, Mary Ametta, Liverpool, Timber Merchant 
Liverpool Pet May 16 ‘une 19 

Bruwacomsr, Ric wg Brandis Corner, Devon, Miller 
Barnstaple Pet June18 Ord June 18 

ILLIAM, py Oxfords, , oie Oxford 
Pet June 20 Ord Jun 

Davies, W A, Sisowelury, il Shrewsbury Pet June 
5 Ord June 19 

Excrr, Witit1am Grorce, Cambridge, Sea Merchant 
Cambridge Pet June19 Ord June 1 

Fetpman, Morris, Leeds Leeds Pet haa 19 Ord June 19 

Garrick & Smits, Sunderland, Auctioneers Sunderland 
Pet June8 Ord June 20 

Grsson, Carr, Scarborough, Fish Salesman Scarborough 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Gitt, Dante, Hemurne, Soong, p Csmenaton Agent 

Birmingham Pet June 20 Ord June 2 

Hamer, Ricuarp, Putney, Butcher High Court Pet June 
18 June 18 

Harvey, Caarves, Northwood, I of W, Farmer Newpoit 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Hoves, Grorer, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler 
Kin mupon Hull Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Lewis, Joun Grirriras, C: — Tailor’ Pembroke 

Dock Pet June19 Ord June 1 


Macxis, F N, King st, St James’s i High Court Pet 
Mareh4 Ord June 17 

Martin, Frenericx, Newmarket Cambridge Pet June 
18 Ord June 18 

Mane, JoserH, Grays, Essex, Bricklayer Rochester 
Pet June19 Ord June 19 

Mortey, Frepericx John, Pontefract, Plumber Wake- 
field Pet June 18 Ord June 20 

Morritt, Wittiam, N Kensington, Picture Liner High 


Court Pet June1i8 Ord June 18 
Mowz, Freperick Gorr.ies, Silverthorn rd, Wandsworth, 
Baker Wandsworth Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Myers, Samust, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet June19 Ord 





June 19 
Parkinson, Gronce E, by ny) eames Agent High 
Court Pet May16 Ord June - 
Purturrs, DaytEt, 8 a y Pet Jan 
21 Ord Jan 31 


Pueu, Water, Bedminster, Bristol, Butcher Bristol {Pet 
June 18 Ord June 18 

Ripp.esTorFrer, Georce Aueustus, 
Brighton Pet June19 Ord June 19 

Ruppucx, Evizasetu Any, Wormingford, Essex, Grocer 
Colchester Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Sevier, Jouy, Durham Sunderland Pet June 20 Ord 
June 20 

Suerparp, Cuartes Kise, Lower Wanborough, Wilts, 
Blacksmith Swindon Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Tuurston, Wiiit1am Cnartes, Norwich, Hatter Norwich 
Pet June19 Ord June 19 

Watton, Jounx, Gt Grimsby, late Fish Merchant Gt 
Grimsby Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Waitrt£.p, Joun, Salford, Oldham, Commercial Traveller 
Salford Pet June18 Ord June 18 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 12: 
Srangy, Witi1am Howarp, eae: Bucks, Contractor 
Aylesbury Pet June8 Ord Junes 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Appison, Gzorcz Barnabas, Thavie’s inn, Holborn cres, 

= Broker June 30 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
arey st 

Artritt, Henry coum, Rete, - x W, Grocer July 1 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Ni aa fW 

Batpwiy, ALFRED, Nea Glee Grocer June 30 at 2.15 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Barker, Hewrv, and CHRISTOPHER Barton, Winsford, 
Cheshire, Builders July 1 at 11.30 Royal Hotel, 
Crewe 

Barkiam, Francis Jonn, West Bromwich, Forge Roller 
July 10at2 County Court. West Bromwich 

Barrett, Wiui1am, Keighley, Yorks, Solicitor July 1 at 
ll Off , 31, Manor row, Bradfo rd 

Bonnett, Rosert,. Gt Grimsby, vir Dealer July 1 at 
10.30 Off Ree, 15, Osborne st. asby 

BrowninG, Joseru, Cambridge, ht pa 1 ati2 Off 
Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

CuatTwin, ‘Hexry Joun. Gt Saffron hill, Licensed Victualler 
June 30 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CourtanD, Joun Lacy, Hessle, Yorks, Florist July 1 at 
11 O ity House In, Hu ii 

Cross, Henry, sen, Buckland Newton, Dorset June 30 at 
13.30 Off Ree, Salisbury 

Deven, Jouy, Treherbert, < a. Weigher June 30 at 12 

65. High at, Merthyr Tydfi 

Forp, Tuomas Murray, ae st June 30 at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, 

Garpinerk, Epwarp, oe Farmer 

rge Hotel, Halstead 
GiLu, JoserH, and Cartes Epwarp G11, Bishopsgate st 
Bankru 


Brighton, Furrier 


June 30 at 12.30 


— y waa June 30 at 2.30 ptcy bldgs, 

arey 8 

Gorman, James, Liverpool, ten Dealer Julylat3 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Livernoo! 

Hamer, Ricuarp, Putney, Butcher June 30 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Harvey, eames, Northwood, Farmer July 1 at 2 Off 
Ree, N Iw 


Hitt, Georas, Skipton, Yorks, Commission Weaver June 
30 at 11 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Hoturys, Somes, Col wich, Staffs, Farmer July 3 at 10.30 
Wright & Westhead, Bt — 8 pl, Stafford 

Horyer, WILLIAM Hewry, jussex, Coachbuilder 
July lat3 Royal Norfolk 

Houmpnureys, Nancy THomasine, yo 5 Jure 30 at 12 
Off . 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Hunter, Witt1am, Moresby, ‘Cumbrid, Pee July 2 at 
2.30 County Court house, Whi 

Kincu, Witu14M, Deddington, Oxford, Solicitor July 3 at 
3 Golden Cross ‘ord 


, Oxf 
a Manrcarer Any, Crewe, Schoolmistress July lat 
Hotel, Crewe 





Secu: FN, King st, St gemave July 2 at 2.30 
Bankru; ptey bldgs Carey st - 2 


.’ 








‘June 30.—Messrs. Denexnam, 





Mauztt, Rosert Tuomas, Leighton Buzzard, Bedg 
July 2 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, C 


arey st : 
Mayy, ey ey | Sussex, Builder July 13 ty 


Beds Grosey 


Bexhill, 

Young & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 

Martin agen, eee et Julyl atll Of Be 
5, by a 

MurcHe.1, Joun One irmingham, Builder July: 
at1l1 23, Colmore row, —- 

Moysty, Joux Henry, Bow rd gineer July Lat 8 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

PaDFIELD, 4 Blaenavon, Mon, Grocer July 1 atg &, 

hst, Merthyr Tydfil 

Parkinson, GeorGE od reg > ame Agent July 
2at12 Bankrupte: Bldgs, Carey st ; 

PEeEt, tage 8, ae June 30 at3 Ogden’ 

mbrs, Bridge st, eed 


Ricwarps, Grorce, Gt Grimsby Tuly Latll Off Rests 
Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Robinson, Joun, Stone, Staffs, Farmer 
North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 

Ruovovex, Euizapera Axx, Woringtord, Essex, Grocg 
July 3.at 12.80 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Scauttz, Hemnenica Wituetm Cart, North Shields Jaly 


June 30 at 123) 


6at11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Suze, Jony, Durham Julyiatll Off Reo, %, pig 
st, Sunderland 
Sxinvine, Maxwett, York * St James’s July 1 atom 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Sracey, Haney, Treharris, ‘Baker July 1 at12 66, High 
erthyr Ty dfil 


Sw AN, Frank Lovett, Dinas Powis, Glam, Colliery Agent 
July 2at11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Taman, Georce, Newport, I of W, Baker July 1 att 
Off Rec, Newport, Isle of Wight 

Turriey, WALLACE Linpsay, Bembridge, I of W, Grose 
July ‘Lat12 Off Rec, Newport, Isle of Wight 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Barrett, Georas, Kil , Hereford, Farmer - Hereforj 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

Barge 1, Jonny, —, eeweteain, Farmer Hereford Pé 
June17 Ord June 1 

Baxrrevi, WILLIAM, Kilpeck, Herefords, Grocer Herefor 
Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Brimacompe, Ricwarp, yn me Devons Mile 
Barnstaple Pet June3 Ord June 1 

BrowninG, Josepa, Little ee Cambridge, Fama 

bridge Pet June17 Ord June 1 

Cooxson, WatTer, Leeds, Stockbroker Sot Pet Feb 
Ord June 18 

Coorer, Taomas, jun, Bradley, Bilston, Staffs, Iron Ma. 
chant Wolverhampton Pet June15 Ord June 1g 


a Francis Dunpas, Gloucester Gloucester Pe 
Dec 10 Ord June 18 

Davies, W A, Shrewsbury,Grocer Shrewsbury Pet Jum 
5 Ord June 19 


Drury, Wriii1am Ernest, Cleave Hill, nr Cheltenham, 
Jock Cheltenham Pet Junel10 Ord June20 
Fetpmay, Morgis, Leeds Pet June 19 On 
June 19 

Garuickx, Joux, Warrington, Furniture Manufacturer 
W m Pet May16 Ord June 20 

Gisson, Sarr, Scarborough‘ Fish Salesman Scarborough 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Grauam, Ropert Henry Reynoips, Kingsdown, am 


Gre Bristol Pet June10 Ord June 20 
Haicu, Cuartes Wituiam, Newark, Notts, Solicitor 
No! ham Pet April 24 Ord June 19 


Hamer, Ricuarp, Putney, Surrey, Butcher High Cout 

Pet June 18 Ord June 18 ; 

Horver, Wituian Henry, Bognor, Sussex, Coachbuilde 
Brighton June 13 Ord June 18 

Hoves, Grorcs, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June17 Ord June 17 

Lorp, Witt1am Crane, Nuneaton Coventry Pet May % 
Ord June 20 

Martin, Freperick, Newmarket Cambridge Pet Jum 
17 Ord June 18 

Marriy, JOSEPH, Googe, om, Bricklayer Rochester Pé 
June19 Ord June 1 

Moruey, Freperick el Pontefract, Yorks, Plumbr 
Wakefield Pet June18 Ord June 20 

Moreitt, Wittiam, N corn. Picture Liner High 
Court Pet June18 Ord June 1 

ateage, Bex Samvzt, Leeds, Butcher iced Pet June 19 Onl 

une 19 

PEpregeELt, had many pahawe Bush High Court Pé 
Jans Ord June 1 

Preece, THomas, Walcot, Draper Bath Pet Juneé On 
June 18 

Ruppvck, , ae Any, Wesntngtent, Essex Groce 

ester Pet June17 Ord J 
ma, = Joax, Durham Gentaienl Pet June 20 Ori 


SHEPPARD, 4 eS Kise, Lower Wanborough, Wills 
Blacksmith Swindon Pet June18 Ord Junels _ 

Tuurston, Witu1am Cuases, Norwich, Hatter orwich 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Wares Jous, Gt Grimsby Gt Grinsby Pet June# 
0 


June 18 
Wess, Watrer Jou, Southsea, onl Proprietor Port 
mouth Pet May 12 Ord June 


Wuirriz.p, Jouy, Salford, Oldham, Commercial Travelle 
Salford Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Weqnwasm, Gzorex, Gosport, Grocer Portsmouth Pé 
Junell Ord June 12 


Amended notin oieiinied for that published in # 
don Gazette of June 12: 


Sraney, WILLIAM by -cang Aylesbury, Contractor Ayle 
bury Pet June8s June 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
June 29 ont 00—-Menas. H. E. Foster o Cnasvemee 
Combe Bdge, B ey vant oye h, Furniture, 
Books, &c. (see oe roa this week, : “y. 
Txwson, Pints, ‘ 


Bripczwates, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Property, U8 
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July 1.—Mr. 








“Westbourne-grove, for 30 yorus the secitnass. <0 Ets 

~Louis Lucien Bonaparte; the Tavern, two 
” Dwelling House, and the Bull's 's Head my 
ies: manorial 


the property known “ The 

Henham Estate,” near Bishop’ s Stortford a Saffron 

Walden ; also ag ag a in Shops, Business 
‘ouses, &c., 


“Premises, Dwelling Bishopsgate-street 
and Whitechapel (see advertisements, May 30, pp. 3 


—_ SS sanenias. Ossorx & Mencer, at the Mart, at 2, | 
the Town Residence, 47, Pont-street, Belgrave-square, 
and the Freehold Mansion, 16, enema 
Piccadilly (see advertisements, May 30, p 

Joly 1.—-Messrs. Eowin Fox & Veoweems, at ‘the Mart, at 
2, Freehold Property situated at the junction of Brewer’s- 
lane, Friar-alley, and Greenwich-street, City (see ad- 

rtisement, this wee! 8). 

- . Henry Saneror, at the Mart, at 2, Lease- 
hold Estate consisting of two Shops in Long-lane, and a 
Ground Rent of £50 secured on 8 to 13, -street, 
Borough ; Freehold Cottages in Marian-street, ay 
ton; fourteen Weekly Residences and stables, &c., 
W.st Pembroke- "dese to High-street, Seminaten ; 
and also Six Residences, with large gardens, at Forest-hili 
(see advertisement, this week, p. 3). 

July 2.—Messrs. H. #. Foster & Cranrietp, at the Mart, 
at 2, Reversions, Life Interests, Policy of Insurance, and 
Shares w Cassell & Co., Limited (see advertisement this 


week, p 
aes. siaanee. Pamir & Geoncz Grex, on the Estate, 


Canford Cliff, Bournemouth, at 3, Freehold Building Sites 
for Residences and Shops (see advertisement, June 13, 


p- 5). 


EDE AND SOF, 


ROBE AR, MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Pawan the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Soepennase of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. | 





DALRYMPLE HOME, 

RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
; ie Medical Superintendent. 
INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND Tae 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 
ESTABLISHED 1864, 
———— 
For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Coase and 
Higher Middle Classes suffering from the above. Highly 
successful results. Consulting nor: Sir BENJ. 
WARD RICHARDSON, M.D P. Medical Attend- 
ant: Dr. J. 8T. T. CLARKE, "Leicester. —For terms, &c., 
apply, Mrs. THEOBALD, Principal, Tower House, Leicester. 


TREATMENT of IEESRINTY | and ABUSE of DRUGS 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 











For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, 
2} to 4 Guineas. 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) 


RIENT COMPANY’S PLEASURE 
CRUISES by the Steamships ‘* LUSITANIA,” 3,877 
tons register, and ‘* GARONNE,” 3,876 tons register, 
leaving London as under : 
ge the NORWAY FIORDS, 
Ith Juny, for 15 days. 
For Norway’ FIORDS VADSO (for Solar Eclipse), 
and SPITZBERGEN, 
22nd Jury, for 27 day Ss. 
At the most Northerly point of this Crise ee Sun will be 
above the horizon at Midnigh 
For COPENHAGEN, STOCKHOLM, ST” PETERSBURG, 
TEL, the BALTIC CANAL, &e. 
26th Aucust, for 28 days. 
String band, electric light, high-class cuisine. 
agers: ¥, Green & Co.; Anderson, Andersun, & Co, 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 
Saad pare opply An = oe Son * 5 Fenchurch- 
cr e West-end Branc. ce, 16, Cock- 
spur-street, London 8.W. oe 








PROBATE VALUATIONS 


oF 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus anv Stiversmrrus, 17 anp 18, Procapmix, W., and at 1 anp 2, 
GRACECHURCH-8TREET, CornuILL, Lonpon, E.C., to announce that they acovnaTsiy 





! appraisg the above for the Lzecat Prorzssion "or PuRcHAsE the sam for cash if desired. Estab- 


lished 1772 
Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.8.H. Prince Louis Battenbera, K.C.B. 


sovanees eayverretaeet” "™" = (0H GRIFFITHS & SONS. 


The £5 5s. 


LEGAL NEST 


to make Advances on BE- | 
HOLD “LEASEHOLD HOUSES. = "SHOPS. also 
on LICENSED HOUSES, repayable in one sum or 
8 Y CITORS, 
ESTAB 18. SHOULD = on me B i, Se 


any instalments, without notice. — Apply - a oF by 
Ravexscnorr, Manager, Bir! pton- | 

buildings, Chancery-1 

BIRKBECE BANK seat rent ei nt ott we 
weep ae ‘our superior j jepennedl Dood Boxes, with fall- 





‘kbeck 
lane, | London, W.C. % 
| 
Southampton-b | Consiate of 
TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST P tiowed down Ee and four compartments in by 
Hobbs’ Patent or other Locks. Size, 20in. <5 13in. by 14in. 








SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
For the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives small 
sums on aes and allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £ 





BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW — Mi A a 
GUINEAS PER MONT! 
BIRKBECK “FREEHCLD LAND | “ SOCIETY. 
'W TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 


FOR FIVE parisapes PER ey 
post be Bn FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT. om 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


BY 





AUTHORITY. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 





57 6m" 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
pare A ane in the 
ibu’ SHARE 
CHEQUES, &c., engraved and 
SEALS designed and executed. No 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


ters, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, ST LEET- STREET" LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’ -inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND & CO.’S 














SPECIALTIES , 
For INVALIDS. se worsen or fe eae 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, tl ote ce am pt eo upon 


deed box, 16in. Tastee Uy loins et ide, Of. nett enh. 


Cc. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
43, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Address.) 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


| 
| 
| 
Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 

Of all Chemists and Grecers. } 





BRAND & CO., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR WORKS, 
VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 


4 ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION.— 
at 9 a.m. during & ane Months. 








ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


Wonderful Additions. Book direct er-street Station. RINTERS and LISHERS. 

Trains and omnibuses from all parts. Just added :—The ? rus 

King of Spain, Queen of Holland, &c. Richly-arranged | BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 

oe u. t  — ba ae 10DI0. 

music all ‘day. New songs, solos, &c. Special ref ent NEWSPAPERS & PERIO S, 

ts ts. Popular prices. Every convenience and| Amd all General and Commercial Work. 
1 


Every description of Printing—large or small, 
Baker-street TORS ; . 
rae ai LIBERATOR TOR FAILURE. O at 9 am. Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI. Newspaper 
rains ae oe Admission, . 
1 und Ext Parts. 6d. MApairE Authons atvieed with on tp Peisting ond SENSRY 
‘ON. Contracts entered into, 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Station —JABRZ SPENCER BAL- 
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WN and COUNTY of the TOWN of 
NOTTINGHAM (to wit).—Notice is Hereby Given, 
that the GenzraL Ges Sxrssrons of the Peace for the 
Town and County of the Town of Nottingham will be held 
on Tuvurspay, the 9th day of Jury, 1896, at the GuitpHALL, 
Burron-street, in the said town, at Tew o’clock in the 
2 So where all persons bound by — 
to appear, or who have any business to transact, at 
Game said Sessions, are required to attend. 
Instructions for indictments to be given to the Clerk of 
the Peace not later than the Monday preceding. 
SAMUEL G. JOHNSON, Clerk of the Peace. 
Clerk oft the Peace’s Offices, Guildhall, , Nottingham. 


OCKLINGTON SCHOOL, near YORK. 


Public ing School ‘a over 100 Boys. Healthy 
situation at foot of Yorkshire Wolds. Rich Douniadien. 
nl fees. Gymnasium, chemical laboratories, 

Large playing fields. Strong staff of Uni- 

Penn | ol men. PY. aluable Scholarships tenable at the 
and University. Advantages (out of private 

fund at disposal of Head Master) for sons of Clergy, Medical 
and Legal Men. Eight Entrance Scholarships to be com- 
— for early in August. awe to Hzap Master for 
justrated School Calendar. 


IVIL SERVICE COMMISSION.—Forth- 
Examination.—Junior Clerkship, Office of 
Her Majesty's Woods, &c. Candidates must have served 
for three years in a Solicitor’s Office ; (20-25) ; 16th July. 
The date specified is the latest at which applications can be 
received. They must be made on forms, to be obtained, 
With particulars, from the Secertary, Civil Service Com- 
mission, London, 8.W. 


THE BURLINGTON OLASSES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 
(BAR, SOLICITORS, UNIVERSITIES). 
Principal : Mz. J. CHARL ‘ON, B.A. (Law Honours 

on and London). 
Tutors: A Numueer or Hicu-crass Hoxours GrapvuatTes, 
BaRRISTERS, AND SPECIALISTS. 
Preparation in small and by Correspondenc 
Individual attention throughout. 
Thorough Private Tuition in any branch. 
Address: Tue Parxcirat, Burtinerow CLasses, 
27, Cuaxcery-Lanr, W.C. 


LAY: .—Solicitor with Capital (28, admitted) 
requires Clerkship with view to Partnership in small 
- or in the sprees ee or Sishest oe 
with good at a moderate salary ; refer 
pos ie 27, Portinad-crescent, Manchester. 








TAs -—Clerk just disengaged ; | good general 

knowledge of Con s Bankruptcy, and 

Common Law; highest testim .—Lex, *‘Solicitors’ 
Journal” Office, 27 9, Ln EC. 


WANTED, by Young Solicitor with four 

ical Clerk 
London” Oe” Cietanip er Worting Perteochp i 
London or country. —Lex, “ Solicitors’ Journal,”’ 27, Chan- 
cery-lane, London 


CAPITALISTS. —Wanted, a Syndicate 

to further Develop a most valuable Coal or Iron- 

, Bow being worked only to a limited extent. 

, Advertisement Box 3707, W. H. Suitu & Sos, 
London. 








stone 
—A 
186, 


TRUSTEES, SOLICITORS, and others. 
—Freehold Estate Wanted, South London preferred, 
for Ld Investment of £10,000, or a Portion of this amount ; 
we or weekly! houses not os to.—Particu- 

lars toW. E to E., at Horncastle’ 8, 61, Cheapside, E.C. 


QOLICITORS, TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, 
and DEBENTURE-HOLDERS. —Izanp & Isaup, 
Trade Experts and Valuers, 52, Gracechurch - street. 
Traders’ Businesses ome on and realized to best advan- 
Cis prepared under the Lands 
Act, Losses by ye &c. _Forty ye years’ experience. 
IPE ASSURANCE POLICIES 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
Considerably over surrender vaiue given. 
Speedy settlements and highest references. 
Also Reversions and Life Interests purchased. 
T. ROBINSON, 
Ineurance Broker, %, High-street 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS | 
in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other | 
yon le EE Sami PURCHASED, or Loans 





West, Sunderland. 


or 
the EQUITABLE RE- | 
OCIETY (LIMITED), 10, | 


ER ‘tat 


VERSIONAEY I QR 
Lancaster. 00 Bridge, Strand. Established 


1535. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- | 


lized. 
C. H. CLAYTON, } 
FP. H. CLAYTON, } 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


Joint 


(Estasrisenen 18323), 


Suscheso Roventonery Tatevarte in Real and Personal 
Puoperty, and Life and Lafe Policies, and 


upon these Securities. 
reas Share and Debenture Capital, £613,74 
17, KING’S ABMS YARD, CULEMAN STR vET, EC, 


SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1896. 
MESSRS. 


FARSBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK & CO. 
beg to announce that the undermentioned dates have 
been fixed for their AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, x 
hold, and Leasehold ESTATES, Reversions, Life 
Interests, &c., at the Auction Mart. Tobenhenee-qard, E.C, 


Other appointments for intermediate Sales will also be 
arranged. 


Thurs., Nov. 5 
Thurs., Nov. 19 
urs., Oct. 8 Thurs., Dec. 3 
Thurs., Oct. 22 Thurs., Dec. 17 
Ellis, Clark & Co. publish in the 
advertisement columns of “The Times” every Saturday 
a list of their forthcoming Sales by Auction. They 
also issue from time to time schedules of properties to be let 
or sold, com: landed and residential estates, farms, 
freehold an feuscold houses, City offices and warehouses, 
. 


generally, which will be 
free of charge on ication.— No. 29, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, old’ 


Thurs., July 9 
Thurs., July 16 
urs., July 23 
Thurs., Aug. 6 
Messrs. Farebrother, 


Thurs., Aug. 13 
Thurs., Sept. 24 


-street, E.C. 


FELTHAM, MIDDLESEX. 

A valuable Freehold Pro (tithe free and land tax 
redeemed) known as Fel! Farm, pleasantly situate i > 
the village close » the church, and within j of a mile of 
Feltham Stati m the Reading and Windsor branch of 
= Len Railway. Le Ee = ding anyane — 

ouse. Wi eons, engineaa s and yards ; 
and the lands, which contain altogether about 99 acres, 
are in rich meadow and productive arable, admirably 
adapted for market garden purposes, while the extensive 
frontages to the Feltham, London, and Bedford roads, 
upon which the estate abuts, afford opportunities for 
building development, as possession may be had upon 
the expiration of the present occupier’s farm lease at 
Michaelmas next.—Messrs. 


AREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & Co. 
will offer for SALE by AUCTION. at the MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, London, E.C.,on THURSDAY, JULY 
16th, 1896, at TWO o’clock precisely, the above FREE- 
HOLD ESTATE, in two lots, divided as follows :— 


+ Pp. 
Lot . —Feltham Farm, with Residence, Buildings 49 1 26 
Remaining Lands, with Road Frontage ... 49 2 31 





Total acres ...99 017 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be obtained of 

Messrs. Walters, Deverell, Walters, Wood, & Walters, 

Solicitors, 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C.; at the 

Auction Mart; and of Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, 

& Co., 29, Fleet-street, Temple Bar, and 18, Old-Broad- 
street, London, E.C. 


Just out, crown 8vo, cloth, price 6s. net. 


THE STATUTORY 
TRUST INVESTMENT GUIDE. 


The Text by RICHARD MARRACK, M.A., of Lincoln’s- 
inn, Barrister-at-Law. 
The Particulars as to Investments Eligible compiled and 
Arranged by FREDC. C. MATHIESON & SONS. 


Opintons on THE Finest Eprtioy. : 

‘*We think that the authors have executed their task 
well, and that the book will be found useful.”—Law 
Quarterly. 

** This is a very useful little book.””—Law Times. 

“The book will give trustees a good impression of the 
extent of the securities now open to them.”’—Solicitors’ 
Journal, 

“Mr. Marrack has produced an admirable little book on 
the important subject of the investinent of trust funds.” — 
Law Jou 

“A real want seems to be supplied.” —Times. 


London: EFFINGHAM WILSON, Royal Exchange. 





Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL iysvnancz company 
tmuirep, FIRE. 


Hetablished 1903 
! 1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 
Subscribed be acy £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
‘otal Funds over £1,500,000. 
* COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 


| pHax IX 1 FIRE OFFICE, 19, LoMBARD- 
STREET, and 67, Caanina-cnoss, Loxvox. 
Established 1782. 

Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 

Assured free of all Liability. 

Electric Lighting Rules sur 
y: C, Macpow aun, 

¥. B. Macwonaio, 


[THe NATIONAL REVERSIONARY IN- 
‘ VESTMENT ©O., LIMITED. Founded 1867. 
REVERSIONARY INTERESTS (Absolute and Contin- 
gent), LIFE INTERESTS, LIFE POLICI“S, and 
ANNUITLES Purchased, 

The Company pays all its own Oosts of Purchase, 


Apply  Secueraur, 63, Old Broad-street, London, B.C. 








lied 





Joint 
Secretaries. 


/ 


} 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 
MESSRS. 


| D leseumetener” TEWSON, FARMEE 


versions, Stocks, 
held at the AUCTION T, Tokenho 
e of England, in the City of London, as foll 


Tuesday, August ij — 
Tuesday, Aneta 
Tuesday, October§ © 
E Nae Octobee sas 
uesday, November 3 
y, July 28 Tuesday, Dee 
Tuesday, August 4 Tuesday, 
By arrangement, auctions on soi be held on a 
days, in town or coun De! 
Farmer, & Bridgewater LI reg Sales and 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, P 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 
ber ey An LISTS a oF a beg go 
Spo: ences, Shops, and Bu 
mises to be Let or orator Bold b by private contract are publis 
the 1 1st of each month, and can be obtained of i 
De! , Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, E 
Surveyors, ‘and Valuers, 80, Cheapsicie, London, ree 
phone No. 1,503. 7 


Thursday, June 25 
Tuesday, Ji _— - 
Tuesday, July 7 
Tuesday, July 14 
Tuesday, July 21 
Tuesda 


FORTHCOMING SALES | FOR THE YEAR 18%, 
ESSRS, E. & H. LUMLEY (of 


James’s House, 22, St. James’s-street, 
8.W.) beg to announce the following DAYS OF SALBB 
AUCTION for the present year, at the MART, To 
yard, E.C., but, in addition, other dates can be r 
for special Sales. Terms on application. 


Tuesday, July 14 Tuesday, October #7 
Tuesday, July 21 Tuesday, Novemberiy 
Tuesday, August 11 Tuesday, Decemberi§ 
Tuesday, October 13 
Messrs. E. & H. LUMLEY announce in the 
ment columns of the Times on Saturdays a complete list 
their Sales, which will include Estates in England, I 
and Scotland, Town and Country Properties, Ground] 
Reversions, Gas and Water Shares, &c. In cases 
Property is to be included, ample notice should be giv 
in order to ensure due publicity. —St. James's 
No. 22, St. James’s-street, 8. W. 
FINSBURY PARK and NORTHERN SUBURBS. 


ESSRS. ROBSON & PERRIN } 
announce that they hold LOCAL E 
SALES of PROPERTY MONTHLY throughout the 
These ye which have been held continuously fora 
years past, have become generally recognized as the 
Collen for the disposal of all Property in North 
at fair prices. terms quoted on appli 
Concise Property ister gratis on application. 
and Estate Offices, Finsbury Park Station, N., and 
Harringay, Hornsey, and Stroud Green Stations, N, N, 


ULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & Ci 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.G. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, arte ~nane AND SURVEYOR 


MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES. 
PLANT AND MACHINERY 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 
Telegraphic Address—“ Fou. EB Hoss, EY Loxpox.” 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the at 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive W 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 
AUCTION SALES. 

} ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTION 
"A. take place MONTHLY, at the MART, andi 
every descript‘on of House Property. Printed terms 
be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give @ 


attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. 9 
54, Borough High-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, WS. 


JOHN CERMAN, SON, & BEVEN, F. 


LAND AGENTS, SURVEYoRS & AUCTIONEERS 


ee 





SSH! 





SALES (by Auction or by Private Treaty) of 
Estates and other Property. 

Valuers of Railway Compensation and other © 
Arbitrations, Valuations for Mortgege, Estate 


| Country, Town and Suburban Resideuces Let or 


59 & 60, Chancery-lane, W.C., & at Ashby-de- 


(pFEICES, Bedford-row.—To be Let, @ 
Ground Floor, adapted for a Firm of 
Apply to E, Baouey, 43, 5 


edford-row, W.C. 
XNOOD LIGHT OFFICES to Let on 
Floor of 22, Southampton-buildings, Chane 
W.C.; windows facing the street; suitable for t 
sulic’ itor, or accountant,—Apply, Pais & Lei 
grvund floor. 








